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ABSTRACT

Although mythological monsters have rarely been examined in any collective and
comprehensive manner, they constitute an important cosmic presence in archaic and classical
Greek poetry. This thesis brings together insights from the scholarly areas of ‘monster studies’ and
the “sensory turn’ in order to offer readings of the sounds made by monsters. | argue that the figure
of the monster in Greek poetry, although it has positive attributes, does not have a fixed definition
or position within the cosmos. Instead of using definitions of monstrosity to think about the role
and status of Greek monsters, this thesis demonstrates that by listening to the sounds of the
monster’s voice, it is possible to chart its position in the cosmos. Monsters with incomprehensible,
cacophonous, or dangerous voices pose greater threats to cosmic order; those whose voices are
semiotic and anthropomorphic typically pose less serious threats.

The thesis explores the shifting depictions of monsters according to genre and author. In
Chapter 1, “Hesiod’s Theogony: The Role of Monstrosity in the Cosmos’, | consider Hesiod’s
genealogies of monsters that circulate and threaten in the nonhuman realm, while the universe is
still undergoing processes of organisation. Chapter 2, ‘Homer’s Odyssey: Mingling with
Monsters’, discusses the monster whom Odysseus encounters and even imitates in order to survive
his exchanges with them. In Chapter 3, ‘Monsters in Greek Lyric Poetry: Voices of Defeat’, |
examine Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and the presence of Centaurs, Typhon, and Gorgons in Pindar’s
Pythian 1, 2, 3, and 12. In lyric, we find that these monsters are typically presented in terms of the
monster’s experience of defeat at the hands of a hero or a god. This discussion is followed by two
chapters that explore the presence of the monster in Greek tragedy, entitled ‘Centripetal Monsters
in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and Oresteia’ and ‘Centrifugal Monsters in Greek Tragedy:
Euripides and Sophocles.” Here, I argue that in tragedy the monster, or the abstractly ‘monstrous’,
is located within the figure of the human being and within the polis. The coda, ‘“Monstrous Mimesis
and the Power of Sound’, considers not only monstrous voices, but monstrous music, examining
the mythology surrounding the aulos and looking at the sonic developments generated by the New
Musicians.
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INTRODUCTION

THEORISING THE MONSTER THROUGH SOUND

The connection between mythological monsters and sound is not always immediately obvious to
classicists. Separately, both monstrosity and sound are recognised as important and productive
areas of study, but the combination of the two has been largely neglected in the field of Classics.
In this thesis, I argue for both the utility and the necessity of considering Greek monsters in the
context of the sounds they make. Through sound and voice, Greek monsters pose questions and
threats in ways that are culturally specific and different from those in other mythological traditions.
In other words, sound is a central part of what constitutes the Greek mythological monster.

The goal of this thesis is to rethink the ontological category of the monster in Greek
literature using a vocal dimension. Among the monster figures that most directly illustrate the
importance of the link between monstrosity and sound are the Sirens, whose voices are (in our
record) heard for the first time in Book 12 of Homer’s Odyssey. Known in archaic and classical
Greek literature for the deadly beauty of their song, the Sirens reveal that Greek monsters can exert
danger not solely through their bodies, but also through their voices. The myth of the Sirens
indicates that voice can function as a weapon that constitutes a monster’s mode of threat.

The Sirens, however, are not the only monsters in the Greek mythological tradition with
dangerous or powerful voices. The Gorgon is often considered exclusively within the realm of the

visual, since she threatens petrification through acts of gazing;! but she maintains a foundational

1 See 1. 11.36-37 for the description of the Gorgon on Agamemnon’s armour, Topy® BAocvpdmic. ..| devov
depropévn. For secondary literature that emphasises the visual element of the Medusa myth, see Baumbach (2011),
Padel (1992) 61, Phinney Jr. (1971), and Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1990) 190. On the centrality of sound in
Pindar’s version of the myth, see Steiner (2013) and Segal (1998) 85-104 and Segal (1995). See Lowe (2010) 186
on the link between the Gorgon gaze and Orphic song.



link with the guttural growl through the etymology of her name.? Furthermore, we learn from
Pindar Pythian 12.6-27 that the strange, foreign sound of the aulos is Athena’s invention, created
in sonic imitation of Medusa’s sisters. More specifically, Pindar notes that Athena hears the sound
of the Gorgon sisters singing a lament for their dead sister Medusa and translates that sound into
the sonic potential of the aulos (Pyth. 12.21).

According to this mythic tradition, then, the sound of the monstrous voice lies at the heart
of all auletic performance. Pindar’s depiction of the simultaneous eeriness and social power of the
aulos’ sound in Pythian 12.22-272 reveals that the Sirens are not the sole Greek monsters whose
voices are associated with danger and pleasure.* Aeschylus’ Erinyes function as a third set of
female monsters with dangerous voices. This chorus of primordial deities threatens Orestes with
the violence of their lyreless binding song: when the Erinyes threaten to bind and wither him with
the force of their voices (Eum. 328-398), they engage with the notion that sound has a distinct kind
of power over the physical state of its listener. As with the Sirens, the monstrous voice can be a
weapon used against the bodies (and minds) of human beings.

The female, collectivised monsters of the Greek mythological tradition are not the only
monsters whose strange and marvellous sounds contribute to our understanding of their mode of
monstrosity. Typhon is described twice as a marvel to hear, in Hesiod and Pindar (Theog. 834;

Pythian 1.50), and is therefore the sole example of a sonic marvel in the poetry from the 8" to the

2 See Howe (1954) and Segal (1998) 86 for the noise that lies at the heart of the etymology for Gorgon, and the latter
for a discussion of the visual representations of the Gorgon’s voice. See also Murgatroyd (2007) 2. See Wilk (2000)
for a detailed study of the Gorgon. For a discussion of the visual receptions of the Medusa myth in Apollodorus and
Ovid, see Albrecht (2009) 8-9.

3 The eeriness comes from the sound of the monster’s voice; the power comes from its reminder of contests
mentioned at Pyth. 12.22-27.

4 See Chapter 3, 155-160 for a close reading of Pindar’s Pythian 12.



5t centuries.® His soundscape is markedly dissonant, combining voices divine, serpentine, canine,
leonine and bovine (Theog. 829-835). Typhon furthermore poses the greatest challenge to the
Olympian order of the cosmos when he threatens to usurp kingship from Zeus, immediately after
the god’s success in the Titanomachy. As a result, Typhon’s accompanying confusing and hybrid
vocality both reflects and enforces the cosmic danger he poses.

On the opposite end of the sonic spectrum, Stesichorus presents a humanoid-sounding
incarnation of the monster Geryon in his fragmentary lyric poem the Geryoneis. Geryon’s voice
expresses sentiments that are markedly heroic, and his voice is in no way characterised as
monstrous, dangerous, or frightful. His voice is striking for its humanity, which in turn informs
our reading of the complex relationship between this monster and his opponent, Heracles. In
addition to these feminine and masculine monsters, the more emphatically bestial monsters of
Greek mythology also take on a range of vocal characteristics. We also hear of Cerberus’ fifty-
headed brazen-voiced barking in Hesiod’s Theogony (Theog. 310-312); Scylla’s puppy-like
yelping in Homer’s Odyssey (12.85-88); and the Euripidean sea bull’s bellows, mingled in with
the crashing sound of waves, in the messenger speech of Euripides’ Hippolytus (1201-1217). In
all of these instances, the voices of monsters function as overwhelming sonic manifestations of the
monster’s own threat.

From this brief overview of a selection of the sonic monsters that resound throughout
archaic and classical Greek poetry, it becomes clear that monsters can emit a wonderfully wide
range of vocalisations. This assortment of voices opens up a number of questions about monstrous

sound as a category. Is it possible to generalise about monstrous sound and voice as acoustic

> A comparable example is found in Euripides’ Children of Heracles, where the rejuvenation of lolaus (and the
coming true of his prayers) is introduced as a story that is marvellous to hear, K\bew 1 Badparog Tapeoti cot
(Heracl. 853). This is not characterised as a sonic marvel, but rather a marvellous tale.



classifications that operate across a range of mythological monsters? Or must the voice of each
monster be considered individually, without attempts at patterning or generalisation? Do monsters
vocalise in ways distinct from gods, animals, and mortals; and if so, how? How does the voice
contribute to, or complicate, portrayals of monsters and monstrosities in the Greek mythological
imagination? And how can we consider the category of the monster itself in a manner that is both
productive and culturally specific to the texts at hand?

In this Introduction and throughout this thesis, | propose answers to these questions. | argue
that monsters do not all sound the same and that there is no specific aesthetic commonality between
monsters’ voices in Greek poetry. Certain kinds of vocalisations are, unsurprisingly, particularly
common among monsters. Barking and roaring, for instance, show up with relative frequency;
many monsters also speak (Greek) human language, and Typhon sometimes speaks in divine
language.® The types of sounds that monsters make overlap with those that come from the mouths
of animals, humans, and gods; and as such, these vocalisations are not uniquely monstrous in
quality. Just as monstrous bodies in Greek poetry often take their form from exaggerations or
hybridisations of the physical qualities associated with existing beings, so too do their voices
resound in tones animal, divine, and human. There are not specific terms for sounds or noises that
belong solely to monsters.

Instead, what sets monstrous sound apart from the noises made by other beings is its effect.”
This effect is precisely what distinguishes the monster from other categories of being. The key

element that makes the monster monstrous, specifically in the Greek mythological context, is that

& Barking sounds are attributed to Typhon at Hes. Theog. 834; Cerberus at Hes. Theog. 310-312; Scylla at Hom. Od.
12.85-88. Roars (or other leonine noises) and bellows come from Typhon at Hes. Theog. 832-833. Echoing bellows
come from the sea-bull in Eur. Hipp. 1201-1202 and 1215.

7 Mittman (2012) 6. For references to other overlapping arguments made in the various essays in Mittman and
Dendle (2012), see Mittman (2012) 6 n. 14.



the monster’s presence and behaviour has a particular destabilising effect on the world in which it
circulates. The monster calls into question some of the organising principles of the universe (as
manifest in whatever textual world in which the monster appears); concrete monsters bring about
this effect, and beings which can be deemed ‘monstrous’ are those which inflict category
destabilisation upon other beings. This thesis argues that the monster — and by extension, the
‘monstrous’ — is something that calls into question the legitimacy of categories. When | use the
term “‘monstrosity’, | typically refer to the manifestation of a monster’s effects, in their category-
destabilising capacity. | do not posit a strict definition of the monster based on features or
characteristics; instead, | argue instead that the monster is a category disruptor to those who
encounter it.

Monsters can themselves be divine or semi-divine beings with hybrid, powerful, abnormal,
dangerous, excessive, superfluous forms, and they can use these bodies with supernatural
capability, strength, or malevolence: but defining monsters through their forms does not result in
meaningful or consistent categorisation, as | will demonstrate in this thesis. We will discover, in
the following chapters, that the most meaningful way to understand a monster’s place in the
cosmos is to listen to its voice. Its vocal qualities very often reflect its fundamental nature and its
position within the organisation of the universe, and as such, the voice can do something more
significant for our understanding of monsters than can a definition for the word ‘monster.’

The monster does not only represent the destabilising of categories through its own
hybridity or otherness, as represented in hybrid or deviant physiognomy — though it does this, too.
More significantly, the monster instigates an encounter between itself and its opponent, and this
encounter in turn forces a relation between the monster itself and either a god or a human. This

process of relation, whereby humans and gods are forced to relate to monsters — whether through
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violence, antagonism, cooperation, or dialogue — very often has the effect of calling into question
the taxonomy of those very beings. When facing monsters, the human characters covered in this
thesis often temporarily become something other than themselves. Throughout the following
chapters, we see these human characters take on the characteristics of beasts, animals, and even
monsters too, albeit in varying ways.

When | refer to *‘monstrous sound’ in this thesis, therefore, | do not refer to sonic quality
in terms of pitch, register, or tone. Instead, | refer to sounds which themselves enact this category-
destabilising process that is intrinsic to the monster’s cosmic role. The ‘monstrous’ itself, as an
adjectival descriptor belonging both to monsters and to other beings by metaphorical extension, is
that which destabilises the ontologies of that with which it comes into contact. We might therefore
understand ‘monstrous sound’ in terms of its impact rather than in terms of its acoustic qualities.
So although the actual sounds issued by monsters overlap with the sounds made by gods, animals,
and humans, what sets them apart is the way they make an impact on the listener and the way in
which they, like the monster itself, challenge established categories of being.®

In addition to exploring the qualities of monstrous sound itself, I also examine the ways in
which literary texts allow their audiences and readers to hear (or prevent them from hearing)
monstrous sounds. In the poetic depictions of the monsters already mentioned, their sounds are
represented through a wide range of narratorial methods. These include direct quotation (e.g.
Stesichorus’ Geryon); indirect quotation (e.g. Odysseus’ quotation of Polyphemus’ monologue
and the Sirens’ song in Homer’s Odyssey); messenger speech (e.g. sea-bull in Euripides’
Hippolytus); musical and rhythmic accompaniment (e.g. the dancing and stomping feet of the

Aeschylean Erinyes); descriptions of sounds (e.g. Hesiod’s Typhon); descriptions of the impacts

8 Beal (2002) 7; Carroll (1990) 34: Leone (2004) x-xi; Mittman (2012) 7-8; Murgatroyd (2007) 22-33.
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of sounds on the human hearer (e.g, Homer’s Sirens, Aeschylus’ Erinyes, Hesiod’s and Pindar’s
Typhon). Despite this range of methods, the delivery of monstrous sound always occurs in a highly
controlled soundscape that avoids mimesis of senseless sounds.® As Martin West notes of Greek
music generally:

One can do other things melodically with the voice besides singing. One can hum, yodel,

imitate bird or animal cries, or croon wordlessly. The Greeks, however, did not exploit

these possibilities for musical purposes. Nor did they have songs composed partly or
wholly of nonsense syllables, as some peoples do. On the contrary, their songs (so far as
our knowledge goes) were settings of thoroughly articulate, often highly sophisticated
poetic texts, with little verbal repetition.°
Thus the poetry examined here presents a stylised mediation of the monstrous voice. Throughout
the following chapters, | demonstrate that the methods by which texts make available, or
unavailable, the sounds of monsters have a direct relationship with the mode of threat that the
monster poses.

Although this thesis engages with monsters and sound broadly, the scope of the project
gives particular attention to the noise-making monsters in Greek poetry. As a result, I give less
developed readings of the monsters whose treatment is primarily visual, or whose sonic element
is insignificant in their literary characterisation. Indeed, there are monsters whose sound or silence
receives no attention in the texts examined in this thesis, including monsters such as Phorcys, Ceto,
Echidna, Chimaera, and the Nemean Lion. Although these monsters feature in the thesis when they
are thematically relevant, non-vocal monsters are not the central subject of study here.

Instead, I focus specifically on the noise-making monsters in Homer, Hesiod, Stesichorus,

Pindar, the tragedians, and the New Musicians. The fact that not all mythological monsters emit

significant soundscapes does not suggest that sound should not be understood as a central theme

® The exceptions are the Erinyes in Aeschylus’ Eumenides, the genre of satyr play, and much of the New Music. See
Coda for further discussion.
10 West (1992) 39.
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or characteristic of Greek monsters. On the contrary, all monsters that receive extensive literary
treatment in the extant poetry do in fact generate sounds. The poets do not always mention the
sounds of monsters when monsters are referred to briefly or without major significance for the
texts at hand.!! But all the monsters that generate existential questions within the poetry of this era
are regularly sonic. This indicates that sound is a central interface for more developed explorations
of problems posed by monsters.
Sound and Ontology

Although it is not precisely contemporary with the literary material addressed in this dissertation,
Avristotle’s De Anima posits a theory of sound and voice that illuminates the connections between
the sonic realm and ontology. Aristotle attributes voice, vy, exclusively to entities bearing souls,
and takes voice as a manifestation of the soul’s agency (De an. 420b6-15).

According to Aristotle, voice, pwvr, belongs to creatures endowed with yoyn of some kind,
or that are in themselves &uyvyoc.'? Noise, wégog, is generated by inanimate objects as a result of
physical forces in motion, and also by bloodless animals and fish. WYogog also comes from &pyvyog
animals when the sound is devoid of intentionality or agency. ®wvy| is intentional; yo@og is
accidental. So we might refine some of our claims here to specify that the quality of a monster’s

soundscape — whether it is described with voice specifically or with noise — reveals something about

11 Most of the monsters that Hesiod mentions briefly in the Theogony are not characterised in terms of sound. This is
the case for the Hydra, Echidna, Ceto, Phorcys, Geryon, Orthos, the Erinyes, the Chimaera, the Gigantes, the
Harpies, the Sphinx, the Nemean Lion, the Gorgons, and the Graiae. Yet the voices of many of these monsters
(Geryon, the Erinyes, Gorgons) are explored deeply in other poems, so it is highly possible that the non-vocal
monsters in Hesiod are given extensive vocalisations in lost poems. Aeschylus’ Phorcydes, for example, featured a
chorus of Graiae and took Perseus’ encounter with the Medusa as a central theme. Aeschylus’ Sphinx was the satyr
play of his Oedipus trilogy, and staged the encounter between Oedipus and the Sphinx.

12 For sound terminology here and elsewhere in Greek literature, see Barker (2002). For breakdowns in the
taxonomy posited by Aristotle, see ibid., 28; for discussion of sounds that are not voices in Aristotle, see Connor
(2014) 33-34.
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its positioning in the cosmos. The taxonomy of its sound can clarify the monster’s potential for
anthropomorphic subjectivity and agency.

Avristotle describes voice as a force that expresses a meaningful (onuavtikéoc) idea from the
soul (De an. 420b, 27-421a2). So when a monster possesses a voice, it possesses both a soul and a
capacity for thought — or, in other words, subjectivity. It is clear in the cases of several monsters,
therefore, that their voice reveals an interiority, because they use it to express wishes, hopes, or
speculation. Indeed, as Stephen Connor writes, there is ‘no voice that does not have somebody... in
it.”13 This is the case with Homer’s Polyphemus, whose monologue to his favourite ram expresses a
will toward camaraderie with the animal as well as rage toward Odysseus.'* This is also the case
with Stesichorus’ Geryon, whose voice expresses his uncertainty and speculation about his own
mortality, as well as his considered decision to defend his honour against Heracles.'®

This application of Aristotle’s sound theory to mythological monsters is of course an artificial
one. This is because the monsters covered in this thesis are not of the same ilk as those that Aristotle
describes in Generation of Animals.'® Indeed, Aristotle argues against the biological veracity of
monsters and claims that hybrid creatures as such are not physically possible. An animal whose body
resembles a goat and whose head resembles a monkey is really just one species, he writes, with the
deformed part merely resembling that of the other species. The discrepancy within gestation periods
across species proves this claim (Gen. an. 4.769b26-28). Hybrid beings therefore are not existentially
hybrid, but rather phenotypically hybrid; they display deformities with coincidental resemblances to

other species.!” Monstrosity, Aristotle tells us, falls under the category of deformity, and should

13 Ibid., 17.

14 See discussion of the voice of Polyphemus in Chapter 2, 83-95.
15 See discussion of Geryon’s voice in Chapter 3, 126-149.

16 Cf. Williams (2011) 11.

17 See Upton (2003).
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therefore be understood as a natural phenomenon rather than a mythological one (Gen. an. 769b29-
31).

Aristotle’s understanding of terata is therefore emphatically biological.'® However, since
this study deals with the imaginative world of monsters and sound, | find it useful to borrow a
near-contemporary understanding of sonic operation and source, and to apply it to the realm of
literary monsters. Aristotle mentions four particular manifestations of monstrosity: 1. Excess or
lack of parts'® 2. An appearance contrary to nature’s norms?%; 3. Hybridity?!; 4. Significant
difference from the parents.?? Here, Aristotle characterises the different incarnations of
monstrosity as deviations from physical symmetry, proportion, and other kinds of normative
embodiment. Aristotle’s list of features furthermore demonstrates that our nearest-contemporary
explication of ancient Greek monstrosity includes positive features and characteristics rather than
merely gaining identity by negation or combination of features belonging to other beings.
Avristotle’s listed characteristics of monstrosity are therefore not contemporary with the material
covered in this thesis, but still offer the nearest-contemporary ancient example of ‘monster theory.’
The discussion of terata in Generation of Animals indicates at the very least that there is some

cultural understanding of terata as a group.

Scholarly Context
For the past twenty years, studies of monsters have owed a significant debt to the medievalist and

English literary scholar Jeffrey Jerome Cohen. His edited volume Monster Theory: Reading

18 On Aristotle’s definition of deformity, see Witt (2012).
19 Gen. an. IV.770b-772a.

20 Gen. an. IV.770b-772b.

2L Gen. an. 1V.749a.

22 Gen. an. 1V.770b.
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Culture has become a canonical reference for scholars working on monsters.?? Cohen’s seven
theses of monstrosity are still resonant for thinking about Greek monsters, but Cohen’s reading
practice does not wholly accommodate the mode of monstrosity that we find in Greek poetry.

Cohen’s ‘Seven Theses’ on monsters are as follows:

(N ‘The Monster’s Body is a Cultural Body’;?*

(1) “The Monster Always Escapes’;?®

(II1)  “The Monster is the Harbinger of Category Crisis’;?

(IV)  “The Monster Dwells at the Gates of Difference’;?’

(V)  ‘The Monster Polices the Borders of the Possible’;?®

(VI)  ‘Fear of the Monster Is Really a Kind of Desire’;?°

(VII) “The Monster Stands at the Threshold... of Becoming.”*°
Without Cohen’s “theses’, a study such as this would be impossible. Twenty years later, however,
these theses require some updates and additions. Indeed, it is useful for monster studies as a field
of enquiry to have central tenets in order to organise thoughts surrounding a concept of the figure
of the monster as a universal category (while of course noting that monsters defy categorisation);
yet Cohen’s articulation of the theoretical monster is not fully compatible with the observations
made about the Greek mythological monster in this study.

Cohen writes, ‘A construct and a projection, the monster exists only to be read.’3! This is

not true in the case of Greek monsters. | argue for a new mode of interaction with the Greek

mythological monster that goes beyond ‘reading’, and instead includes listening.®? The Greek

23 Several of Cohen’s other articles and books are also of interest to monster studies, such as Cohen (1999), (2000a),
(2006), and (2014).

24 Cohen (1996) 4.

2 |bid., 4-6.

2 |bid., 6-7.

27 Ibid., 7-12.

28 |bid., 12-16.

29 |bid., 16-20.

%0 Ibid., 20.

31 1bid., 4.

32 See Gurd (2016) 17-22.
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monster is not only ‘a glyph that seeks a hierophant’,® but a voice that seeks a listener. Cohen
writes that the monster is not a figure that is good to think with, but rather that *the monster can be
read only through — for the monster, pure culture, is nothing of itself.”3* The voice of the monster
as sounded in Greek poetry suggests that the monster is something of itself, insofar as it has
subjectivity and an impulse towards expression. Furthermore, | argue that the monster possesses a
positive identity, in that it regularly destabilises the identities of those who encounter it. Cohen’s
theses therefore miss a key element of Greek monstrosity — perhaps demonstrating that monsters
ought not to be theorised wholesale across cultural and literary divisions, particularly now that the
field has had a few decades to develop.®

Indeed, the centrality of voice and sound to so many Greek monsters can be seen as one of
the features that distinguishes the Greek monster from the monsters of other cosmic and
mythological traditions. This is not to say that all Greek monsters must be eminently vocal: as |
have already noted, we do find monsters whose voice or sounds are irrelevant to their literary
depiction. Instead, | am arguing that Greek poetry, in its presentation of monsters, regularly puts
sound at the heart of its depiction of monstrosity. The potential of the voice to explore questions
of monsters’ subjectivity, ontological status, and power is evidenced in the work of many Greek
authors.

Monsters in Greek and Roman literary material have received less concentrated scholarly
attention than monsters from other periods and textual traditions. The relative inattention to Greek

mythological monsters may be surprising, in view of the energetic activity in monster studies in

33 Ibid. Cf. Williams (2011) 11-12.

34 Cohen (1996) 21 n. 6.

3 See Murgatroyd (2007) 1. See also Atherton (1998) x on the ways in which monsters are defined in relation to the
specificities of the culture that generates them. Cf. Cohen (1996) 3, who makes a case for his universal theorisation
of monsters.
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other humanities disciplines for the past two decades. It may also be surprising due to the ubiquity
of nonhuman figures across literary genres in Greek poetry and their vivid reception histories in
other cultural traditions. The small number of volumes explicitly devoted to the figure of the
monster or clusters of monsters does not mean, however, that monsters have not gripped the
imaginations of classicists.

Indeed, perhaps it is because Greek monsters are not always clearly delineated from other
nonhuman forces that they have not yet been studied as a collective group — and this blurry
distinction between monsters and other nonhuman figures in Greek mythology is a regular question
for this thesis. This ambiguity is one aspect that makes studies of monsters particularly productive
for Greek mythology: monsters function as an interface where all cosmic categories are contested.
Because there are not many volumes on Greek monsters as such, this thesis takes significant cues
from works that implicitly participate in monster studies. Many of these works deal with related
themes, including ‘the nonhuman’ generally,*® the gods,®” gender,®® the abject,3® animals®,
individual myths, and elemental forces.*

Classics as a discipline has begun to explore monsters as a category more recently.*?
Dunstan Lowe published a book in 2015 entitled Monsters and Monstrosity in Augustan Poetry.
Lowe’s is the first full-length comparative study of Roman monsters during this literary period,
and he organises his analyses into useful binaries. These include mythological vs. ‘real” monsters

and feminine vs. masculine monsters, whom he treats as representations of specific modes of

36 Grusin (2015); Johnston (1999); Padel (1992).

37 Johnston (2007); Kearns (2004); Mikalson (1986); Padel (1995); Park (2014).

38 Carson (1995); Cohen (1995); Haraway (1991); Holmes (2012); Huet (1993); Loraux (1995); Miller (2013);
Stratton (2007); Winkler (1990).

39 Kristeva (1982).

40 Derrida (2002); Haraway (2003); Payne (2010); Perkell (1993).

41 Cohen (2014); Payne (2014).

42 For a cultural history of the transmission of monsters in the ancient world, see Wengrow (2014).
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misogyny and anxieties about bestiality within the human. Lowe explores how Augustan poets
metamorphose the monsters they receive from the Greek mythological tradition, such that they
signify in new and specifically Roman ways. Lowe’s book argues for the centrality of the monster
in the process of Roman self-definition, artistic innovation, and literature.

Lowe’s book offers an important insight into monster studies dealing with ancient Greek
and Roman material. He helpfully separates the study of classical monstrosity from studies dealing
with, for example, Gothic literature or science fiction:

For the Romans (as for the Greeks, from whom nearly all hybrid or unreal beings derived),

there was no term or conceptual category grouping six-fingered men or human-headed

livestock together with Sirens, Cyclopes, and other fantastical mythological beings. What
we call bodily abnormality or misshapenness does not seem to have been recognized
collectively, but instead handled piecemeal and from varying perspectives.*®
Lowe’s observation may offer some insight into why monster studies have not proliferated in
abundance within the discipline of Classics. Since Greeks and Romans thematise monstrosity
differently, and on a more individualised scale, than later traditions do, comprehensive study of
the monster as a category poses serious challenges for the scholar who wishes to understand the
monster holistically in the ancient Greek or Roman imagination.

This is a problem as well as a challenge taken up in this Introduction, and throughout this
thesis. Monsters do in fact roam through a range of genres, and fulfil a number of different roles.
And while Lowe is correct in pointing out that Greek poetry never explicitly defines the monster
as a figure, there are certain narratorial groupings in Greek poetry that suggest a vague

acknowledgment of their commonalities. These include the offspring of Phorcys and Ceto as

grouped together in Hesiod’s Theogony, Odysseus’ monstrous encounters in Books 9-12 of

43 Lowe (2015) 8.
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Homer’s Odyssey, and Aristotle’s discussion of the *bodily abnormality’ localised in the figure of
the teras.

Whilst Lowe’s book is an important point of reference for this thesis, there are other
fundamental areas where our critical approaches to ancient monsters diverge. This is hardly
surprising given the fact that our respective approaches are tailored to illuminate our connected
but distinct literary material. Lowe seems to be primarily concerned with the mechanisation of the
monster figure for other purposes: his work aims to get to the heart of how monsters are used, and
how and what they mean. Lowe’s emphasis therefore remains in the world of the visual as well as
the external appearances and threats belonging to a given monster. Lowe explicitly articulates the
emphasis of his enquiry: ‘Abnormal bodies, being primarily visual in nature, easily furnish
imagery for controversial thinking or novelty, but also for hermeneutic problems of various kinds.
This explains their fascination for postmodern critics.”#* This emphasis on the visual aspect of
monsters sometimes locks Lowe’s analysis into the psychoanalytical models that are regularly
recapitulated in monster studies. For example, Lowe often emphasises the ways in which misogyny
is at the root of the construction of monstrous feminine figures. This is of course an important
contribution to Latin literature studies, but a regular trope in monster studies more generally.

Two decades before the publication of Lowe’s volume, Robert Garland published a full-
length social history on Greco-Roman monstrosity entitled The Eye of the Beholder: Deformity
and Disability in the Graeco-Roman World.* Garland’s book emphasises the social attitudes
surrounding deformed, disabled, and abnormal bodies in Greco-Roman cultures. Garland reads a
wide range of figures troped as ‘monstrous’ in order to help illustrate larger trends in social history.

Indeed, Garland’s emphasis on the body, spectacle, and visuality attached to the notions of

4 Lowe (2015) 34.
45 Garland (1995).
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deformity and disability results in a study that looks at monsters and contemporary attitudes toward
monsters and bodily difference in the classical world.

Garland therefore explores monsters and the monstrous from an exteriorising perspective.
He sees the construction of monstrosity and deformity as part of a larger Greco-Roman (but more
Greek than Roman) project of defining the self through the othering enabled by the rhetoric of
monstrosity. Although Garland’s approach differs from my own, it is a helpful social history that
was written during the nexus of the early years of scholarly development in monster studies as
well as disability studies, predating Jeffrey Jerome Cohen’s definitive Monster Theory: Reading
Culture in 1996. Roughly contemporary with Garland’s book is Catherine Atherton’s 1998 edited
volume, Monsters and Monstrosity in Greek and Roman Culture. This volume contains a variety
of essays on individual monsters or groups of monsters, but gives little attention to monsters’
voices and does not consider the role of the monster within the cosmos broadly.*®

More recently, studies of individual monsters have also made important contributions to
monster studies. In 2012, Marianne Hopman published a full-length book on the monster Scylla,
where she follows the single figure through her role and resonance in a variety of poetic contexts.
She traces Scylla from her first appearances in epic poetry (with special focus on the Odyssey) to
her subsequent role and reception in classical and Hellenistic Greece, and then through to Augustan
Rome. Throughout a range of literary genres, Hopman explores the nuanced ways in which the
single figure poses threats to the various contexts in which she appears. Hopman uses Scylla’s
gender (threatening gynocology; threatening virginity) as a unifying thread throughout.

Another volume that offers an extensive and comparative treatment of a monster figure in

Greco-Roman antiquity is Daniel Ogden’s Drakon: Dragon Myth and Serpent Cult in the Greek

46 See also Mazoyer and Pérez Rey (2007), similar in scope and organisation.
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and Roman Worlds. Ogden’s book traces the figure of the supernatural serpent in a number of
different forms, from pure serpents to hybrid monsters with serpentine parts. His study is therefore
not of a single monster figure with a consistent ‘character’, but rather of an archetypal monstrous
form. Ogden helpfully grapples with problems of classification that are indeed relevant to this
study. In discussing how the kéré of ancient myth are not called drakontes — as indeed many of the
beings in this study are not explicitly called terata — Ogden argues that there exist sufficient
thematic points of correspondence between drakontes and kére in the mythical narratives he
studies, and thereby he makes a case for their inclusion in the study.*’

A further study that has made contributions to monster studies both within and beyond
antiquity is David Gilmore’s 2003 book, Monsters: Evil Beings, Mythical Beasts, and All Manner
of Imaginary Terrors. This volume includes a useful introduction for monster theory in general
and a chapter on monsters in antiquity. Although Gilmore displays a repetitive tendency both to
psychoanalyse*® and to generalise the monster figure across cultural traditions and periods, his
volume makes two claims that have great significance for this thesis. The first is the ontological
proximity between monsters and the divine in ancient thought;*® and the second is the shared
exceptionalism of monsters and heroes,>® who seem in some contexts (though not all, as Gilmore
would lead us to believe) to function as metaphysical doppelgangers of one another.>*

Taken in concert, these volumes all contribute significantly to our understanding of the role
and nature of the Greek mythological monster, but overall they do not consider the monster’s voice

as a central component of its identity.>> However, recent influential developments in the ‘sensory

47 See Ogden (2013) 5, 116-147.

48 See Gilmore (2003) 175, 181-84, 189-190.

9 Ibid., 10.

%0 Ibid., 27.

51 See Chapter 2 for discussion of Odysseus and his monsters and Chapter 3 on Heracles and Geryon.

52 Cf. Hopman (2012) 43-44, who gives attention to Scylla’s voice in her section on the dissolution of language
throughout Odysseus’ adventures in Books 9-12 of the Odyssey. Another piece of scholarship that puts monstrous
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turn’ in Classics make a scholarly interest in the monster’s multi-sensory manifestations rather
than merely its visual impact most timely.>

This project seeks to contribute to the scholarship on ancient sounds and soundscapes
specifically through the figure of the monster. Furthermore, this thesis contributes to the
scholarship in the sub-field of cultural studies called ‘monster studies’ through sonically- and
vocally-driven readings of Greek mythological monsters.>* Although human, animal, and divine
sounds have already been discussed by Andrew Ford and Andrew Barker,> this thesis is the first
concerted exploration of the sounds that come from monsters. The chapters that follow consider
monstrous sounds that possess different modes of impact, which might somehow be considered
dangerous, transgressive, powerful, and strange. Throughout Greek epic, lyric, and tragedy, I
consider nonhuman sound and trans-categorical communication; the following chapters explore
the ways in which Greek poetry depicts scenes of communication across the different categories
of being.

Too often the monster is theorised silently, seeming to maintain only a visual and cognitive
resonance in Greek antiquity and elsewhere. This thesis argues that monsters’ sounds participate
in their semiotic function as well as their capacities for horror and marvel. As Sean Gurd writes,
‘What terrifies does so with an open mouth and a strong voice.”®® The practice of listening to the
sounds made by monsters allows for readings that get “inside’ the monster in a way that its other

sensory manifestations do not. Vocal expression in its many incarnations therefore enables access

voices at the centre of its analysis is Goslin (2010). Pietro Pucci’s volume of essays The Song of the Sirens makes
important contributions about poetry and narratology concerning these and other nonhumans in Homer, but does not
deal directly with voice or sound.

53 Butler (2015); Butler and Purves (2013); Connor (2014); Gurd (2016); Loraux (2002); Nooter (2012).

% For recent discussions of the role and reception of the field of ‘monster studies’ in the academy, see Mittman
(2012) and Lowe (2015) 28. See also ibid., 30 on Classics as a unique resource for monster studies.

55 Barker (2002); Ford (1992).

% Gurd (2016) 2.
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to a more refined reading of these monsters, which are so often thought of as impenetrable, hollow,
or as lacking legible interiority. To think of the monster as a visual parcel of threat does not give
us the whole story when we are faced with monsters that also speak, sing, shriek, bellow, bark,

and roar.

Rethinking the Monster
The problem of definition immediately presents itself to any scholar who embarks upon a study of
monsters and monstrosity. What do we mean when we say ‘monster’? Which beings are included
and which are excluded?

My reassessment of the monster emerges in response to structuralist approaches to
monstrosity, which posit the monster as other, as fundamentally ‘non-’, as eternally in between.
Whether the monster is typed as hybrid or as other, this style of negative definition often
emphasises all that the monster is not without ever telling us what the monster is. Indeed, we often
find the monster intellectually situated in the space in-between divine and bestial, bestial and
human, or two or more animal species. This orientation makes the monster’s deviations and
interstices its definition, which is no doubt useful, and even crucial, to understanding the identity
and operations of the monster.

But there are several positive ways to define the monster that are then ignored in this
othering and ‘in-between’-ing approach — an approach which has come to function as the norm in
monster studies. | argue that it is essential to have something like a working framework for the
monster that complements the negativity of the monster with some positivity. This approach
bestows upon the monster its own existential identity instead of a mere negation or conflation of

other ontological categories. In other words, my project is less an attempt to define the monster,
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and more an attempt to articulate the positive qualities of the Greek monster that can usefully
complement that well-worn understanding of the monster as between and beyond categories.®” The
central and unifying feature that, for the purposes of this thesis, identifies a creature as a monster
is the fact that it threatens and destabilises the identity of those who encounter it.>® In addition to
this, there are other features that are unique to the Greek concept of the monster, which include its
physical deviance from other discrete categories of being,

As is usually the case in monster studies, the most practical starting point is to take a look
at the actual Greek terms translated into the English word ‘monster.”®® The Greek terms available
do not have precise correspondence with the English word ‘monster’, but they exhibit
resemblances. This lack of pure translatability, of course, presents a problem for a study like this
one. Can we think of the monster as a category at all, when Greek does not do so in the same way
that English does? When Greek situates the monster in an entirely different set of contextual
associations? When no Greek word carries the precise signifying force of ‘monster’ in English?®°
I argue for the utility of the English word ‘monster’ for the sake of this study, but I include a caveat
that the monster as an ontological category was imagined in a fundamentally different way in the
Greek imagination than is suggested by the term ‘monster.”®?

The primary Greek words that denote the concept ‘monster’ are tépac, téiwp, and 6Mp

(and their cognates).®? Greek also offers particular subdivisions of monstrosity, including but by

57 See also Felton (2013) 104-105.

%8 See discussion of the term ‘monster’ on pp. 9-11 of this thesis.

59 Cf. ibid., 104; Lowe (2015) 8-14; Scott (2001) 1; Steel (2013); Williams (2011) 6-7. For a discussion of the
‘present scholarly valence’ of the English word ‘monster’, see Mittman (2012) 5-6. For the discussion of how
‘reality’ vs. ‘imagination’ figure into modern definitions of the ‘monster’, but not medieval (or ancient) definitions,
see Mittman (2012) 5-6.

8 For discussion of the Latin terms monstrum and monere, see Lowe (2015) 8; Williams (2011) 6-7; Murgatroyd
(2007) 1; Gilmore (2013) 9.

61 Cf. Wengrow (2014), who uses the term ‘composities’ instead of ‘monster.’

82 téhwp has a secondary noun form néimpov in Homer, which typically refers to monsters (Gorgon in Il. 5.741 and
Od. 11.634), strange animals (a giant stag Od. 10.168, Circe’s bewitched animals, Od. 10.219), or more generally,
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no means limited to Sdxoc (‘animal of which the bite is dangerous’),® kvddaiov (‘wild creature”),
kftog (‘any sea monster or huge fish’), and other terms that signify the species of monster, such
as ['opyovn (‘Gorgon’), Bdpa (‘Hydra’), and Xipapo (‘Chimaera’). Tépag is perhaps the most
commonly seen of the three primary terms, and it encompasses several corresponding terms in the
English vocabulary. ‘Monster’ is one translation, and ‘sign’ and ‘marvel’ are others. Tépag is used
to refer to mythological monsters such as Medusa, Typhon, and Cerberus, but also as signs from
the gods; tépag can appear together with téAwp, as it does in a description of Athena’s armour in
lliad 5.741-742:

€v 0¢ 1€ ['opyein kepoAn devoio TEA®POU,
detvi| e opepdviy te, Ao Tépag aiydyoro. (1. 5.741-742) 4

I invoke this description of the Gorgon not in order to demonstrate semiotic equivalence of tépag
and wélwp, but to illustrate that monsters, in the concrete embodied sense (dsvoio meAdpov) can
often be considered to be signs from the gods, Awog tépag aiyidyoro. The fact that the word tépac,
like the word mélmp, can mean both ‘monster” and ‘sign’ is a result of the fact that the monster is
understood as a being that can itself be a sign. This may seem obvious, but the crucial point is that

‘monster’ and ‘sign’ are not two distinct definitions of tépag, but mutually meaningful definitions.

signs from the gods (ll. 2.321) The adjectival forms of nélwp, TéAwpog (in Hesiod) and neldprog (in Homer), have a
rather wider range of referents, like the word ‘monstrous’ in English. Homer uses the term broadly, referring to
certain gods, heroes, monsters, as well as inanimate objects. Notably the gods to whom Homer assigns meAdpiog are
Hades (11. 5.395) and Ares (ll. 7.208), and this description is fitting in the Iliad due to the nature of martial rather
than magical conflicts in this poem (as opposed to the concrete monstrous opponents of the Odyssey, where the term
is applied to specifically malicious and giant creatures like Polyphemus).

8 All the translations in this section are taken from LSJ.

8 Adjectives that often occur in relation to monsters are dewég and ocuepdaréog (or opepdvag, as here). These
adjectives are more capacious than those listed above, and do semantic work outside of describing monstrosity, but
they are important and frequent descriptors of monsters. Homer uses dgivog of Charybdis at 0d.12.260, and also of
Odysseus at Od. 22.405, likened to a lion and covered with the blood of those he has slain. The adjective
ouepdoréog indicates a terror of sensory experience, either of sight or of sound. See also 1. 2.309 of a serpent, Od.
6.137 when he washes up on the Phaeacian shores, Od. 12.91 of Scylla, Il. 7.479 of Zeus. These words therefore
invoke the horror of sensory experience of something, rather than the nature of the thing itself.
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Another example of a tépag in Greek tragedy is the sea-bull in Euripides’ Hippolytus,
which offers another dual manifestation of the word’s semantic capacity. The sea-bull presents
embodied, physical monstrosity: it is oversized, out-of-place (in the sea), violent, and terrifying.
The sea-bull also operates as a sign, insofar as the bull emerges as a portent coming from Poseidon.

The word mélwp, already seen in the description of Athena’s Gorgon-faced armour, has a
similar set of meanings to tépag, with slightly different inflections. Rather than a simple sign or
marvel, Téhwp is typically used to indicate something more darkly ominous, a “portent’ or “prodigy’
as well as a plain “‘monster.” As Lowe notes in his discussion of the term, the mythological monsters
to which nélwp is attached include Polyphemus, who is described as a lawless monster (Od.
9.428); Scylla, described as an evil or treacherous monster (Od. 12.87); a serpent, in the Homeric
hymns (Hym. Hom. Ap. 374), and a giant dolphin (Hym. Hom. Ap. 401). Even the god Hephaestus
is described as a mélwp as a reflection of his deformity (Il. 18.410), which indicates the fact that
the boundary between monsters and gods is a fluid one, to say the least.

Thus we can see that mélwp is used in Homer particularly to evoke hybrid, giant,
malevolent, or deformed nonhuman entities, which sometimes have portentous or prodigious
significance. A further semantic difference between tépag and tédwp is that tépag is used to describe
portents that are not physically hybrid or oversized more frequently than télwp. Tépog is also the
primary word used for the idea of atypical bodies and biological aberrations, like the type discussed
in Aristotle’s Generation of Animals.

The third key term is 6vp, which typically denotes any creature in the broader category of
wild beast, beast of prey, or a wild and potentially dangerous animal, as opposed to a familiar or
domestic creature. ®np is also frequently used of mythological monsters like the Sphinx, centaurs,

and satyrs, and perhaps would be best rendered in English by ‘creature’ or ‘beast’ for its

27



combination of bestiality and danger. Compared to tépag and nélwp, Op is the monster term that
does not also imply marvel or portent — although creatures attached to this word certainly can
provoke such responses in texts. It is the term that most emphasises the bestial, savage component
of the monster.

From these terms, we learn that the Greek concept of monstrosity operates in a semantic
field that includes portents, communications from gods, and physical deformity. Although the two
kinds of monsters can never be fully separated, this thesis features mythological monsters whose
origins are located in primordial or pre-Olympian eras, rather than the abnormal births and
monstrous races that appear in Herodotus’ Histories. This selective emphasis comes out of an
attempt to limit these readings to explorations of the ways in which epic, lyric, and tragedy
represent the monster and its sounds in poetic language.®®

Throughout the following chapters, | demonstrate that Greek literature from the 8" century
to the 5™ century tells a shifting story about the monster, and that it does so through sound. By
listening to the monster, we can chart modifications in its role in the text and in the cosmos. | argue
that changes in the depiction of monsters occur less as a consequence of chronological time, and
more as a response to the textual universe and its cosmogonic state posited by the poets. We meet
different modes and scales of monsters depending on the mythic time and space of the story at
hand, and for this reason, it is hard to imagine Hesiod’s Typhon, Homer’s Sirens, and Stesichorus’
Geryon all inhabiting the same ontological category as suggested by the term ‘monster.” The first
of these creatures is an enormous hybrid creature with hundreds of heads who threatens to take
control of the universe; the second is a set of singing feminine beings whose voice threatens the

lives of individual sailors with its destructive beauty; the last is a triple-bodied, winged man who

% For monstrous races in Herodotus, see Felton (2013) 122-126, Rood (2006), and Wittkower (1942).
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lives apart from society and threatens no one until his cattle are stolen by Heracles. Beyond
hybridity, excess, superhuman power, and the destabilisation of categories, there are not clear
essential features that unite these three figures into a coherent category. In the attempt to elucidate
these disparate strands of monstrosity, | argue that listening is an activity far superior to defining
the monster.

Throughout the Greek poetry considered in the following chapters, three major modes of
monstrosity emerge. These are characterised by the realm in which the monster threatens: Greek
literature presents monsters in the nonhuman realm, monsters in the heroic realm, and monsters in
the domestic realm. A few caveats must be established about this typology of monstrosity before
continuing. First, certain monster figures can be seen occupying multiple or hybrid typologies, and
so these categories should not be understood as fixed or mutually exclusive. These categories are
useful for helping articulate the different modes of threat and how sound participates in them, but
when monsters exceed and spill over beyond the boundaries of categorical definition, we are not
to be surprised. The simultaneous invitation and defiance of category itself tends to be a
transcultural monstrous phenomenon, applying to the monsters in this study and elsewhere.

Secondly, cosmogonic ‘earliness’ or ‘lateness’ — what we might even call the monster’s
‘age’ — is not a guaranteed indicator of the characteristics a monster might exhibit. In other words,
the cosmic moment of a monster’s generation can help us understand its cosmic positioning, and
it may inform its threat, its interactions, and its mode of monstrosity; but it does not predetermine
these factors. Indeed, the mortality or immortality of monsters lends complexity to this issue. ®
Primordial monsters, for example, who remain alive through mortal generations are eventually

forced to interact with a different universe from the one into which they were born. This is the case

% For a text-based discussion of mortality in Hesiodic monsters, see Chapter 1, 53-55. See also Chapter 3, 139-142
for Geryon’s uncertainty about his own mortal status.
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for Aeschylus’ Erinyes, who take on monstrous aspect because of the disjunction between their
outdated mode of divinity and the contemporary Olympian model. The Erinyes are primordial
monsters born into the nonhuman realm, but they menace Orestes in the domestic realm in the
Oresteia.

The first sort of Greek monster — the monster that operates in the nonhuman realm — is
found predominantly in Hesiod’s Theogony. These monsters are generated at an early stage in the
cosmos and have a hand — either helpful or hostile — in the shaping of the Olympian universe. This
kind of monster is typically descended from primordial gods and interacts primarily with other
nonhuman figures including gods, other monsters, and elemental forces. Examples include the
Hesiodic Cyclopes, the Hundred-Handers, and Typhon. This is not the only kind of monster we
find in Hesiod’s Theogony, however: later in the Theogony, and also in Homer, Stesichorus, and
Pindar, we meet a somewhat more anthropomorphic form of monster. This second kind of monster
—the monster that traffics in the heroic realm — instigates an antagonistic challenge to an individual
hero rather than to the gods themselves.®” Further examples include Polyphemus, the Sirens and
Scylla in Homer’s Odyssey, and the Gorgons in Pindar’s Pythian 12.% The scale of the monster’s
threat can shift cosmically, from the scale of universal order to heroic adventure. These encounters
between monsters and heroes are typically located in strange, remote geographies.

This kind of monster usually interacts with the human realm only insofar as the hero
himself is mortal and lives in human communities. Still, he transcends typical humanity, either in

his genealogy or his abilities. In most cases, non-heroic mortals are not threatened by the monster

67 Cf. Felton (2013) 113-114, who argues that these hero-monster encounters pose a ‘re-enactment’ of Zeus’ battle
with Typhon. Felton suggests that once Zeus removed chaos from the nonhuman realm, ‘order had to be established
in the world of men as well.’

8 Examples of monsters battling gods exist outside of the material in this thesis, and include the Gigantomachy and
Apollo’s battle with the serpent. See Felton (2013) 111-13 and Ogden (2013) 40-47 for discussion.
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that remains both literally and metaphorically out at sea. The *encounter scene’ between heroes
and monsters functions as a mutual meeting of hybrids:®® monsters are often hybrid in terms of
species and ontology, and heroes too are often human-divine hybrids in terms of genealogy,
character, and capability. The heroic realm is the most dominant domain of monsters in Greek
myth and literature, where the threat is typically posed to a mortal hero rather than to collective,
civilised humanity.

But in addition to monsters that tussle with other nonhumans and with hybrid, superhuman
heroes, Greek literature also presents a third type of monster. This third type tends to appear in
texts that situate their plots in later cosmic time than the primordial context of the Theogony. This
type of monster gradually abandons the strange geographies of epic and historical writing, and it
moves inward. It begins to occupy a less heroic and more domestic realm, thereby posing threats
in civilised spaces. Examples of monsters who threaten in the human realm are the Erinyes in
Aeschylus’ Eumenides and the sea-bull in Euripides’ Hippolytus. These monsters’ lives pre-date
those of the humans they antagonise, and they seem to erupt violently from the supernatural realm
into the civilised world, resulting in a clash of cosmic order.

The texts that | have selected for analysis in the following chapters demonstrate that the
monster poses different types of threat according to both specific literary context and the broader
traits of the genre at hand. Throughout Greek literature we may trace a story of the monster as a
shapeshifting and unfixed semantic category. This story of the mutating monster figure is best told,
I will demonstrate, through sound and voice. This mode of literary listening reveals that the
monster’s voice varies according to the textual world that produces it. Overall, the form the

monster takes and the way its voice is presented function as a kind of response to the way that a

% See Clay (2003) 150-174.
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given genre or text situates the human within the cosmos. The monster moves from the remotest
elsewhere into the human city, self, and body from the 8" to the 5 centuries BCE. The monster
resounds differently — both metaphorically and sonically — according to the priorities and
parameters of the texts in question.

The question emerges: is this story of monstrous migration best understood as a
developmentalist narrative, reflecting a trend in the history of thought surrounding the figure of
the monster? Or does it instead reflect generic development? In other words, does this story emerge
as a consequence of changing Greek attitudes about monsters that develop over time? Or is the
story a response to the concerns and particularities of Greek poetic genres? Or, are all these modes
of monstrosity always possible and present within the figure of the monster, just exploited and
explored at different times according to different textual needs? This thesis argues that the monster
shifts in accordance with the concerns of literary genre more than as a part of any coherent
developmentalist narrative relating to a general history of thought — though the two arcs are
admittedly entangled. The genres covered in this thesis take on different cosmological concerns
and orientate the action of the narratives within cosmic order differently. The difference in
orientation within the cosmos is what informs the shape, behaviour, and voice of the monster.
More specifically, the individual literary texts covered in this thesis all have their own orientation
within cosmic time and order, and these individual literary worlds equally inform the figuration of

the monster.

The Scale of Monstrous Sound

One of the questions | posed at the beginning of this Introduction was about ‘monstrous sound’ and

whether it can be understood as a meaningful category. Now I wish to reiterate that monsters vocalise
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quite diversely from one another, but ‘monstrous sound’ can be understood as a feature of the
monster that clarifies its level of antagonism to, or incommensurability with, either the cosmos or an
individual hero.” In other words, ‘monstrous sound’ is more of a hermeneutic approach than an
acoustic category that has distinctive sound effects. It will become apparent that the more a monster
reveals itself as a willing participant in Zeus’ cosmic order, or the more easily a mortal hero can
navigate and defeat it, the more legible its voice. The texts examined in this thesis host a continuum
of vocal monsters ranging from the antagonistic, violent, and incomprehensible at one end, to the
more cooperative and comprehensible on the other.

The first monster at the antagonistic end of the continuum is Typhon, who poses the prime
threat to Zeus’ reign and the cosmos generally. Typhon has an inexplicable multitude of divine
and bestial voices, both hybrid and excessive:

Qoval &’ &v mhomnov £oav OEVIG KEPUATOL,

navtoiny 87’ isloat abéopotov: GAAOTE PEV Yap

POLyYovD’ (¢ te Beoiot cuviduey, BAlote & avTe

TaPoL EPIPPHYED HEVOC ATYETOL OGGAV Gyopov,

dAhote & ate Aéovtog dvandéa Bupdv Exovtog,

dALote & o GKLVAAKESGLY d01KOTO, Oopat’ dkodoo,

dAhote & aw poilesy’, VO & Hysev oVpea LokpaL.

Kot vO Kev EmAeTO Epyov G YavVOV HLLOTL KEIV,

Kot kev 0 ye Bvnroiot kai dbavdaroloy avasev,

gl un Gp’ 6&L vomoe matnp avop@dv e Be®dv TE!

OKANPOV &~ EPpovince kai dPpiuov, auet 6 yoio

ouepdaAEoV Kovapnoe Kol odpavog evpug mepOev

ovtog T Qreovod € poal kai Taptapa yaing. (Hes. Theog. 829-841)

Typhon’s is the most multiple of all monstrous voices, since it carries tones divine (Theog. 829-

830) and animal. Typhon is furthermore represented as a sonic marvel, bodvpot’ dkodoor (Theog.

0 Felton (2013) 104 argues that there are no benevolent monsters in Greek mythology, but overlooks the innocuous
Geryon, who has no evident antipathy toward humanity and even seems to have positive social relationships with
humans including Menoites and Eurytion. The Centaur Chiron is also noted widely in Greek poetry for his
benevolence (on Centaurs in Pindar, see Chapter 3, 152-155).
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835). The passage describing Typhon’s voice has its own marvellous textual sound effects, such as
the quintupled repetition of dAAote, which sonically emphasises the extreme and multiple otherness
of this monster.’* Zeus’ contrasting singular and unified sonic response of thunder, which then makes
the earthly, heavenly, and oceanic realms resonate and resound with his power, presents a clear
elemental harmony that triumphs over Typhon’s cacophony. The soundscape here demonstrates that
cosmic violence and negotiation is happening on a sonic level, as the powerful harmony of Zeus
violently negates the monstrous discord of the incomprehensible Typhon.”

The Sirens in Book 12 of Homer’s Odyssey represent a shift from the senseless and
cacophonous voice of Typhon. Using their musical and linguistic voices as weapons, the Sirens
exude an attractive, mellifluous soundscape that capitalises on human desire. These creatures pose
a threat to the individual and to the self, by means of voice entirely. This Sirenic mode of voice
operates in a way that threatens to derail the entire narrative thread of the Odyssey, but does not
pose any threat to general cosmic order in the way our earlier Hesiodic monsters did. Indeed, the
Sirenic voice is directed at mortal sailors, and in the case of the Odyssey, their voice is targeted at
Odysseus’ own desires to hear and luxuriate stories of his kleos in the Trojan War. Thus the Sirens
threaten Odysseus’ nostos by means of orderly and spellbinding song as opposed to forceful
violence.”™

In Stesichorus’ poem that takes a monster as its subject — the Geryoneis — Geryon’s voice
sounds surprisingly human, and furthermore operates within typically epic, heroic discourse and
sentiments. The poet directly quotes Geryon, who uses the epic formulae characteristic of

Stesichorus’ poetry, and whose utterances are not at all sonically alien to the realm of human voice.

"1 See Chapter 3, 160-164 for the sound effects surrounding the depiction of Typhon in Pindar’s Pyth. 1.
2 Goslin (2010). See also Chapter 1, 60-65 for more detailed discussion of Hesiod’s Typhon and his voices.
73 For detailed discussion of the Sirens’ voices in Homer’s Odyssey, see Chapter 2, 98-113.
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The voice participates in the poem’s larger project of demonstrating the problem of polarising the
hero and the monster. Geryon’s voice and speech are the primary means by which Stesichorus
reveals that, in the encounter between Geryon and Heracles, the monster and the hero are
interstitial twins: they both possess levels of humanity but never fully embody it. They both reveal
what it is to be human through their particular difference from it, in their excess, in their
multiplicity, in their traces of divinity. It is of course fitting that Geryon should sound like a human:
the triple-bodied man is excessively human, and poses no physical or active threat to human beings
or to the universe until Heracles comes to steal his cattle on his tenth labour. Thus we can hear
that Geryon does not impose major cosmic threat or violence, as we can understand his quoted,
directly delivered, and wholly human voice.”

Listening to the voice of the monster allows us to move away from an external focus on
the monster’s appearance or violence, and toward an examination of what can be understood as
the monster’s possible interiority. This interiority is constituted by its motivations, its appetites,
and its agency. Throughout this thesis, | attempt to give voice to the marvellous sonic monsters of
archaic and classical Greek poetry. We may see the monster as a symbolic body that acts as a sign
or a signifier, but its voice reveals that the monster is in fact a leaky signifier, whose vocalisations

participate in its monstrosity and its marvel.

Monstrous Suites: Mapping the Generic Terrain
Chapter 1, ‘Hesiod’s Theogony: The Role of Monstrosity in the Cosmos’, deals with Hesiodic
monsters in the Theogony, a poem whose action is dominated by nonhuman agents. As a result of

this more thoroughly imagined and delineated nonhuman realm, which includes encounters

" For my reading of Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, see Chapter 3, 128-149.

35



between monsters, gods, and other semi-divine hybrid creatures, precise shades of the category of
‘monster’ emerge more distinctly than in other Greek poems. The Theogony therefore enables
further specification within the modes of monstrosity presented in the mythic tradition more
broadly, according to features such as: antagonistic or cooperative relationship with the gods;
relationship or lack of relationship with humans; role and location in the development of the
cosmos; and familial relationships among monsters. Through Hesiod, | argue that the more a
monster behaves in cooperation with Zeus’ cosmos, the more humanoid its voice will sound.

The following chapter, ‘Homer’s Odyssey: Mingling with Monsters’, remains in the realm
of early Greek hexameter poetry, but shifts to the slightly more anthropomorphic monsters of
Homeric epic. | argue that Odysseus ‘mingles’ with the monster — as he experiences it through his
different senses — and imitates the behaviour of the monster in order to defeat or escape it. This
chapter discusses the encounters with Polyphemus, Circe, the Sirens, and Scylla and Charybdis,
and I argue that the more humanoid the monstrous voice, the more readily the hero can defeat it. |
demonstrate that the soundscapes of these episodes in Books 9-12 underscore a movement away
from heroic self-sufficiency. They furthermore reveal the hero’s increasing dependence on
nonhuman intervention, and finally, Odysseus’ utter helplessness in between Scylla and
Charybdis.

Chapter 3, ‘Monsters in Greek Lyric Poetry: Voices of Defeat’, focuses primarily on
Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, one of the few extant Greek poems in which a monster speaks in direct
quotation. | demonstrate that the Geryoneis elevates the status of the monster figure, because it
reveals certain ambiguities about Geryon’s semi-divine identity and endows him with sometimes
heroic and pathetic subjectivity. The Geryoneis presents the many cosmic ambiguities facing

monsters, hybrids, and demigods, who — in the case of Geryon in particular — are sometimes

36



unaware of their own ontological orientation. The second part of this chapter deals with the
monsters of Pindar’s Odes (Pythian 1, 3, 12, and Olympian 9). Here | argue that Pindar’s treatment
of monsters takes an almost opposite approach to Stesichorus’: the role of the monster in Pindar is
always secondary to that of the mythical hero and to the victor of whom Pindar sings. Pindar’s
monsters serve as rhetorical accessories to the praise of the hero and exist in a state of having-
already-been-vanquished, rather than as a live challenge within the narrative.

Chapter 4 is entitled ‘Centripetal Monsters in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound and
Oresteia.” Although few mythological monsters occupy the tragic stage, the qualities belonging to
the figure of the monster in archaic Greek literature are operative within the plot, characters, and
aesthetics of the tragic genre. In Greek tragedy we begin to see posed by humans and their tragic
crises the questions elsewhere posed by monsters. In this chapter, | give readings of Aeschylus’ lo
in Prometheus Bound and the Erinyes in the Oresteia. These readings explore the instances of
monstrous sound and noise-making in their concrete, staged forms in Greek tragedy. | demonstrate
that these sounds must be heard and received in order to both establish and preserve social and
political order. The integration of the monster into the human realm can be mapped lucidly through
the medium of voice.

The fifth chapter, ‘Centrifugal Monsters in Greek Tragedy: Euripides and Sophocles’,
argues that the inward movement demonstrated by the mythological monster in Greek tragedy is
complemented by the metaphorical monsters that move outward from and within the tragic hero
by means of voice. | argue that the notion of ‘trajectory’ is central to Greek tragedy’s rendering of
the monster, which is explored abstractly as a process perhaps even more than as an ontological
category in its own right. Greek tragedy’s unique interest in the figure of the monster takes place

on the level of processes of ‘becoming other’: instead of depicting monsters that are part-human,
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part-animal, tragedy stages the process of the human hero becoming animal, becoming woman,
and becoming monster in extraordinary circumstances. The case studies in this chapter include
Euripides’ Hippolytus and Heracles as well as Sophocles’ Ajax, Trachiniae, and Philoctetes.

In the afterword, entitled ‘Coda: Monstrous Mimesis and the Power of Sound’, | discuss
the mythological associations attached to the sounds and foundation of the aulos. This section
draws together a wide discussion of instrumental innovation associated with *‘New Music’ (with
particular attention to the Scylla and Cyclops of Timotheus) and considers Euripides’ Cyclops,
Heracles, and Bacchae. Throughout this section | argue for the importance of the connection
between the aulos and monstrosity, and | discuss the ways in which the soundscapes associated
with figures including Athena, Heracles, and Dionysus regularly engage with monstrous sounds
and presences.

Throughout this thesis, | use sound to revise our understanding of the Greek monster. |
argue that the monster can be positively defined in the following ways that are the hallmarks of
the Greek mythological tradition (though they may also have currency elsewhere). First, the
monster can be defined as a category destabiliser for whoever or whatever encounters it. Secondly,
and complementarily, the monster is also something that calls into question the category of the
human, and therefore functions as a site where the articulation of humanity can take place. When
Polyphemus eats Odysseus’ comrades, for example, he reminds both Odysseus and the audience
of the Odyssey that humans are animals. Polyphemus’ violence against Odysseus’ comrades
reduces them to helpless puppies, and therefore reminds us that humans actively define themselves
as predators rather than prey. The cannibalistic monster is such a source of danger and interest
because it threatens to undo the human being’s self-assertion of the category of humanity as

distinct from animality. Third, the monster is also a channel of communication between the divine
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and the human realms. Functioning sometimes as a portent or a sign (e.g. the Euripidean sea-bull),
and at other times as an interlocutor (e.g. the Erinyes), the monster figure offers a space for the
contestation of relationships between humans and nonhumans.

The fuzzy channels of communication across ontologies create problems in Greek epic,
lyric, and drama. The phone lines are connected across god, animal, monster, and man, but the
channels are filled with noisy feedback and static that prevent clear interpretation. As John Gould
writes:

Divinity, it seems, speaks to man but in a language that he cannot understand, a language

where words are no more than ambiguous signs and do not mean what they seem to say,

and where, characteristically, they are replaced by signs... [Divinity] does, and does not,

communicate with man.”
Monsters play an important role in the communication between the human and the nonhuman.
Monsters can often function as the signs by which gods communicate with men, but they also more
emphatically function as the signs by which the universe communicates the possibilities for its
own disintegration. It is because of this that the monster is an essential figure of Greek thought
which deserves serious attention: the monster itself is a voice that questions the organisation of the
world. Not merely a symbol to be interpreted, the monster engenders a questioning of fixity itself.
Monsters inherently represent a symbolic voice that questions the foundations of ontological
knowledge, but they also issue their own marvellous voices and soundscapes which can further
reflect or enact their monstrosity upon their audiences. Throughout this thesis, | attempt to turn up
the volume on these monstrous voices and to listen to their words, their noise, and their sounds.

I argue that the ways in which monsters’ sounds can affect the human body and soul show,

furthermore, that the Greek mythical tradition was — well before recent trends in posthumanism —

already concerned about defining the very sketchy boundaries between human and nonhuman

75 Gould (1985) 22-23.
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categories of being. Greek poetry was already using the mysterious power of voice as a channel
between self and other; was already negotiating the awareness that we were never really only
human; that there was always a rather troublesome interplay between the monster and the man.”®
This discourse about the unstable categories of monster and human takes place through the

medium of voice itself.

6 Mittman (2012) 1.

40



CHAPTER 1
HEsSIOD’S THEOGONY: THE ROLE OF MONSTROSITY IN THE COSMOS

“The most merciful thing in the world, | think, is the inability of the human mind to correlate all
its contents.” — H.P. Lovecraft’’

Introduction

Hesiod’s Theogony portrays a world in transition from an unrecognisable void, Chaos, into a
cosmic form that is recognisable and comprehensible to Hesiod’s contemporary audience.”® The
nonhuman realm and this transition from disorder into order dominate the poem. Hesiod’s
Theogony therefore offers a uniquely thorough articulation of nonhuman relationships in
comparison with the other literature examined in this thesis. Both the general themes and the
monsters in Homer, Stesichorus, Pindar, and tragedy are more anthropocentric, and these texts
regularly emphasise exchanges between nonhuman and human characters, rather than exchanges
between nonhumans.”® As a result of the Theogony’s more thoroughly delineated nonhuman
realm® — which includes a range of encounters between monsters, gods, and other semi-divine
hybrid creatures — more precise shades of the category of the monster emerge here than in other
Greek poems. The monster emerges as an essential component in the organisation of the Hesiodic
COSMOS.

The Theogony enables further classification within the category of monster, according to
features such as: antagonistic or cooperative relationship with the gods; relationship or lack of
relationship with humans; role and position in the development of the cosmos; and familial

relationships among monsters. The poem also provides a unique poetic perspective on the monster:

" Lovecraft (2014) 123.

78 Bussanich (1983); Mondi (1989).

% See Mueller (2016).

80 See Clay (2003) 80 for the view that the Theogony’s Olympian perspective marginalises human beings in the text.
See also Lopez-Ruiz (2010) 49.
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where the Odyssey depicts its monsters from the perspective of Odysseus, their human antagonist,
and Stesichorus’ Geryoneis presents the perspective of the monster Geryon, Hesiod’s Theogony
presents a cosmic perspective on the monster that reveals its broader orientation in the religious
imagination. Hesiod’s narrator situates the monster in cosmic time and in nonhuman sociality,
rather than solely in encounters with humans and supra-human heroes like Odysseus and Heracles.

Hesiod’s Theogony includes the most extensive material for the consideration of the
mortality of monsters. Because the poem situates monsters in genealogies, it clarifies the ways in
which mortality and immortality correspond — or fail to correspond — to a system of nonhuman
‘genetics.”® Medusa, for example, is the only mortal Gorgon, and has two immortal sisters.®? The
issue of monstrous mortality also emerges in the context of monster Geryon, both in the Theogony
and in Stesichorus' Geryoneis.®® Stesichorus’ Geryon is himself unaware of his own mortal status
and voices his uncertainty about it when he deliberates the mortal significance of his fight against
Heracles (Stes. Ger. fr.15).84 The inconsistent mortality in the family tree of Medusa and Geryon
demonstrates that monsters’ mortality is not clearly patterned by genealogy. This chapter discusses
the ways in which Hesiod's genealogical organisation of monsters and nonhumans both illuminates
and undermines the search for broader trends in monstrous procreation, life, and death.

In addition to raising the ambivalence surrounding monsters' mortality, Hesiod’s Theogony
demonstrates that monsters are not as cosmically or existentially different from gods as one might
initially suppose.®® Although monsters are typically imagined as occupying an ontological no-

man’s land somewhere between animal, god, and human, the fact that monsters’ relationships with

81 See Mueller (2016).

82 Theog. 277-278. Medusa is marked as mortal, unlike her sisters, although they share both parents (Phorcys and
Ceto).

8 See Chapter 3.

8 | follow Finglass’ numeration of the fragments.

8 Gilmore (2003) 10 discusses this concept, not in the context of the Theogony, but in the context of ancient Greco-
Roman monsters generally.
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gods are sometimes familial or social reveals that creatures that we call monsters are not ipso facto
antagonistic to the cosmos or the gods.8® This sets Greek mythological concepts of monstrosity
apart from post-Christian impressions of monsters and monstrosity.

Furthermore, Hesiod’s narrator does not always delineate the ontological differences
between monsters and gods, even within shared branches of a family tree. Kronos, for example, is
the brother of the Cyclopes and the Hecatoncheires, but as Clay notes, both of these groups
‘diverge from what is evidently an already established theomorphic standard of appearance.’® The
common ancestry of certain gods and monsters allows us to consider whether or not monsters
manifest family resemblance or share traits with siblings or parents.

Parsing the family dynamics among gods and monsters offers insight into the existential
status of monsters. These relationships allow us to ask whether monsters are born in their particular
forms by ‘accident’, or rather with some particular parental design in mind: can gods can have any
intentional impact on the physical forms assumed by their progeny? We may also ask what
separates a monster, descended from a god, from one of his or her divine siblings in the same natal
family. What do the family resemblances between monsters indicate about the larger practices of
divine parthenogenesis and procreation? The uncertainties of monstrous generation or procreation
have been underexplored in Hesiodic scholarship, and they can shed significant light on the
genealogical patterns within monstrous families.8®

Hesiod indicates that conceptions of monsters can occur in copulations that are

characterised by the narrator as passionate and forceful.®® These descriptions of divine and

8 Examples of familial and social relationships between monsters and gods include, for example, Zeus’ political
partnerships with the Cyclopes and the Hecatoncheires (Theog. 139-146, 617-663).

87 Clay (2003) 16-17.

8 A notable exception to this is Park (2014).

8 Hesiod’s narrator uses gikotnt to describe sexual intercourse that produces monsters at Theog. 306, 333, 625, and
980. Hesiod also uses gildtntt to denote copulations that result in gods at 125 (Night and Erebos produce Aether
and Day) and elsewhere. Theog. 374 presents a copulation that is characterised both as forceful (bnodun6eic’) and
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monstrous copulation indicate that both parents do not need to intend to generate monstrous
offspring, since descriptions of these copulations often involve one parent ‘overpowering’ the
other. There are numerous examples of monsters born out of consensual unions as opposed to
forceful sexual encounters (always initiated by the male god). Observations about procreation can
offer further insight into the nature of monstrous generation as well as the monster’s raison d’étre
and role in the universe. Monsters do not emerge as a direct result of parental intent, but there are
subtle instances in the Theogony wherein specific parental volition results in accordingly
monstrous progeny. As with monsters’ mortality, there is no widespread consistency in this matter,
which seems to vary in each circumstance.

Hesiod’s chronological orientation, which begins in primordial time that far predates the
temporalities of the other texts studied in this thesis, results in a fully developed and discursive
portrait of the nonhuman realm. As a result, Hesiod also gives insight into the ways in which
monsters play a role in the ordering of the cosmos. The Theogony demonstrates that monsters are
not always problems or challenges to be overcome in a narrative, but rather that monsters can take
on more complex roles within nonhuman social and political dynamics. For instance, monsters

may aid the gods in the structuring and delineation of certain realms (e.g. Cerberus, who guards

passionate (¢v euudtti). The conflation here of these two kinds of copulation (those instigated by force and by desire)
are not in fact entirely distinct in the imagination of Hesiod’s narrator. Other examples of iAottt with regard to gods
appear at 375, 380, 405, 625, 822, 920, 923, 927, 941, 944, and 1005. Uses attached to humans appear at 961, 970.
Uses in human-god couplings appear at 1009, 1012, and 1018. Cf. Theog. 132, where Gaia’s parthenogenetic
procreation which occurs without passion, dtmp euotntog. On the notion that Gaia’s procreative potential renders
her not ‘limited to pure femininity’, see Vernant (1990) 465-466. Although considering sexual encounters along a
binary of consensual and non-consensual classifications is not the most culturally appropriate framework for
Hesiod’s Theogony, it is useful nonetheless for our purposes here. Indeed, it allows us to refute the possibility that
both parents need to ‘will’ a monster into existence. The narrator gives passive forms of dapdlo that refer to a range
of sexual relationships at Theog. 327 (the sole instance where the progeny is a monster), 374, 453, 962, 1000, and
1006, and dunbeioa at Theog. 453. West (1966) ad 453 cites metrical reasons for the differing uses of dpunfsica and
vroduneioa.
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the gates of Hades;*® Echidna, who guards the Arima;®! the serpent that guards the Hesperides).%
Monsters may perform assistant roles (e.g. Pegasus),®® and participate in resolving quarrels
between gods (e.g. Cyclopes and Hecatoncheires).% Monsters may also function as instruments of
gods’ violence (e.g. Hera’s relationship with the Hydra and the Nemean lion).%

The roles which monsters fill may also develop over the course of the monster’s own
lifespan, rather than being fixed in their duties from birth. Both the Cyclopes and the
Hecatoncheires are sets of monsters who are born without clearly articulated roles within the
cosmos, but both groups ultimately attain specific functions through either political reorientation
(e.g. Hecatoncheires)® or more ambiguous transformations (e.g. Echidna)®’.

Hesiod’s broad range of monsters reveals that the figure of the monster should not be
understood as a category that remains entirely separate from the gods in orientation and quality.
The Theogony also demonstrates that monsters’ role in the universe is not predestined or fixed, but
rather is subject to different forms of negotiation and change. In this sense, the category of the
monster has a particular slippery and mutable inflection in Hesiod’s cosmos.

This chapter is organised into two sections. The first elaborates upon some of the “monster
theory’ outlined in the Introduction. | use Hesiod’s Theogony as an important window into the
ontological status and function of the Greek mythological monster. In this section, | argue that
there are no clear genetic codes that dictate the physiognomy, character, behaviour, or mortality

of monsters. Noting the organisation of the majority of Hesiod’s monsters into one family tree, |

% Theog. 767-774.

% Theog. 304-305.

92 Theog. 333-335.

9 Theog. 285-286. West (1966) ad 285-286 compares Pegasus’ role to that of “the doves that bring [Zeus] ambrosia’ in
Od. 12.63.

% Theog. 139-146, 617-663.

% Theog. 330-332.

% Theog. 617-663.

9 Theog. 295-305.
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argue that there is a small suggestion that monsters are considered to function as a category. Yet
Hesiod’s genealogies reveal that monsters are in some ways fundamentally distinct from the gods
(or at least the Olympian gods) and that monsters still consistently resist general characterisation
of any kind, even though they are organised in narrative groups. Hesiod’s Theogony presents a
prismatic anti-category of the monster by grouping creatures together in a way that gestures
towards but ultimately defies family resemblance or genetic patterning.

The second section of this chapter deals with Hesiodic soundscapes and offers close readings
of the narrator’s renderings of the voices of Cottus, Cerberus, and Typhon. In the depictions of the
monsters in the Theogony, the narrator endows the minority of the group with notable voices.
Indeed, the majority of Hesiod’s monsters are mentioned in passing without reference to their
voices or the sounds that they make.® Yet despite the fact that most of Hesiod’s monsters are not
described in the context of a detailed soundscape, all the major moments of cosmic transition are
marked by significant soundscapes. The monsters whose voices receive attention in the text are
the monsters who have the most thoroughly developed relationships with the Olympian gods, and
those who bear important roles in cosmic history or preservation, such as the Hecatoncheires
(Cottus, in particular), Cerberus, and Typhon.

In this chapter, | argue that the monster’s voice offers crucial insights into its cosmic position
broadly, and its relationship with Zeus, more specifically.®® The more humanoid and coherent the

monster’s voice, the more cooperatively that monster behaves within the Olympian cosmic order

% This list of non-vocal monsters includes: the Hydra, Echidna, Ceto, Geryon, Orthos, Gigantes, Erinyes, Chimaera,
Harpies, Phorcys, the Nemean Lion, the Sphinx, the Gorgons, and the Cyclopes. The fact that these monsters’ voices
are not described or quoted in detail does not, however, indicate that they are not associated with important sonic
moments or episodes within cosmic history. Hesiod’s narrator gives no description of the Cyclopes’ own sounds, for
instance, but they are credited for giving the thunder and lightning bolts to Zeus. These monsters are therefore
implicated in Zeus’ loud-thundering soundscape throughout the Theogony, because they enable its resonance. See
also Introduction, 11-12.

9 On Hesiod as the first poet concerned with the justice of Zeus, see Griffith (1983b) 38, 52-53.
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(and vice versa). The more bestial, or the more ontologically hybrid a monster’s voice, the greater
is the threat that it poses.

Cottus, Cerberus, and Typhon each occupy different points on the Hesiodic continuum of
sonic monsters. They provide the major case studies in this chapter. Their voices each reveal
something about their cosmic status beyond the levels of ‘threatening’ and ‘problematic’, but they
may be grouped together in this way to demonstrate the wide range of positions adopted by
monsters in the Theogony. On the least antagonistic, most cosmically cooperative end of this
continuum lies Cottus, one of the Hecatoncheires. The Hecatoncheires liaise with Zeus in the
Titanomachy: Zeus releases them from bondage and enlists their supradivine force in aid of the
Olympians against the Titans. Cottus responds to Zeus and speaks in direct quotation, in a voice
that flows evenly with the discourse of the rest of the Theogony. There is nothing vividly monstrous
in his expression or voice because he, along with his brothers, is an assistant in the maintenance
of divine order. Cooperation with the Olympian order is reflected in coherent discourse.

In the centre of the continuum, we find Cerberus. His voice is non-linguistic and entirely
canine. His fifty-headed barking sonically echoes the sheer danger and savagery of which he is
capable. Cerberus himself polices the boundaries between the living and the dead. He takes on a
more puppy-like demeanour to those entering the realm of the dead, so it follows that his powerful
bronze voice (Theog. 310-312) is unleashed specifically upon those who attempt to reverse the
direction from the realm of the dead into that of the living. Hesiod’s narrator also indicates that
Cerberus devours these unfortunate souls (Theog. 767-774). Vernant points out that bronze, in its
connection with the god Ares, ‘appears to be closely linked in Greek religious thought with the

power possessed by the defensive arms of the warrior’ and thereby “fills the enemy’s soul with
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terror.”1% Cerberus’ brazen voice thereby identifies his maws as the locus of his violence.

Although his voice is extralinguistic and does not communicate concepts or thoughts, he
uses it in away that is logically comprehensible: in order to prevent this perversion of mortal order.
The voice itself therefore participates in maintaining the organisation of the universe. Cerberus
lies in the middle of the continuum because his voice is non-semiotic, but still communicates. He
is dangerous, excessive in body parts, size, and volume, and his voice matches his sheer power;
but still, he enforces the preservation of boundaries and therefore takes on a participatory role in
the maintenance of Zeus’ cosmic order.

Typhon occupies the furthest extreme of this vocal continuum, both in the Theogony and in
all the literature covered in this thesis. He has one hundred draconic heads, each of which emits
different kinds of voices, ranging from divine speech to animal sound (Theog. 824-835). Typhon’s
voice frustrates the possibility of communication and sense by its sheer cacophony; its hybridity
forces a complete breakdown of ontological coherence.* Of all of the monsters in the Theogony,
Typhon poses the greatest challenge to the organisation of the universe, as he threatens to usurp
the rule of Zeus and change the course of cosmic history (Theog. 836-838). His voice — which fails
to fit into ontological schemes more profoundly than that of any other monster — echoes the threat
he poses to the organisation of the universe more broadly. Sonically, Typhon’s voice stages the
precise threat that is posed by his entire being.

I conclude this chapter by drawing a connection between the way Zeus and Gaia respectively
relate to monsters. | argue that Zeus fosters a relationship to the monster that functions as an inverse

to that posed by Gaia. Where Gaia contains the monster within herself, and gradually gives birth

100 Vernant (1983) 13.
101 Goslin (2010) 357-359 notes the mismatch between Typhon’s excess quantity of voice and his inability to use
those voices to communicate.
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to a line of monsters that were originally part of her, Zeus incorporates the power of the monster
into himself and his cosmic order. Zeus’ victory over the Titans is ultimately decided by his
successful incorporation of monsters into his artillery.1°2 The stability of the Hesiodic cosmos
depends on monsters, in that their unfixed ontology endows the universe with a substance

necessary to complement the polyvalence of the gods.

Part I: Monstrous Genealogies
Hesiod’s Theogony presents a wealth of monsters in the context of their origins and familial
relationships. This broad perspective on the monster clarifies some basic traits or patterns, and
thereby allows for fruitful cross-comparison. In this section of the chapter, | focus on Hesiod’s
depictions of a range of monsters (not only the sonic ones). | comment upon the reproductive
behaviours of monsters, their relationships in the nonhuman realm, their mortal status, and their
varying and unique positions in cosmic order and time.

Identifying a coherent Hesiodic categorisation of the monster is a complex venture. The
Theogony seems to present a category of being that is ontologically ‘other’ from god, mortal, and
animal — and that category includes Typhon, Phorcys, Ceto, Echidna, Cerberus, Orthos, Geryon,
the Gorgons, the Graeae, Pegasus, and others. Yet despite the familial relationships between many
of these monsters (particularly in the line descending from Earth’s children Ceto and Phorcys),
and despite the Theogony’s recurring uses of the word mélwp and its cognates,'% there seems to
be relatively little existential substance that binds these creatures into coherence.

A blend of mortal and immortal, divine and bestial, helpful or antagonistic to both gods and

humans, the monster’s role in the organisation of nonhuman forces is fluid and irregular. The

102 Cf. Vernant (1983) 11-12 on the Titans as ‘the deities of hubris.” See also Loney (2014) and Mondi (1984).
103 Theog. 159, 173, 179, 295, 299, 479, 505, 731, 821, 845, 856, 858, 861.
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monster seems not only to exist in a space ontologically between god, man, and animal, but
moreover seems to offer an imaginative space for beings outside the known and comprehensible
ontologies that populate the universe. Hesiod’s monsters — through their varied forms of
engagement with the universe and their own varied existential characteristics — do not conform to
known identity categories: they reveal, in action, the many and varied possibilities of trans-
ontological sociality. They show what possible mutations of existing ontologies look like, behave
like, and sound like.

Hesiod’s monsters occupy the marginal space between categories, and they demonstrate
the infinite modes of filiation possible in the cosmos. This reading of Hesiod’s monsters may seem
like yet another instance where a scholar repeats the regular trope of monster studies, according to
which monsters are fundamentally ‘beyond categories’ and therefore impossible to pin down. My
argument goes beyond that trope insofar as | argue that Hesiod uses the inter-ontology of the
category that we call monster in order to act as a prismatic mirror of the nature of the universe
itself. Hesiod’s monsters perform a shifting, mobile ontology, whose own unboundedness and
fluidity help to reveal an infinite number of possible modes of discourse between the more fixed
ontologies manifest in the universe — or gods, men, and beasts. Like Anne Carson’s Sapphic
brackets, the monster ‘impl[ies] a free space of imaginal adventure.” %4

This monstrous prismatism that Hesiod presents reflects the essence of Zeus’ organisation
of forces and roles within the universe. In this polytheistic system where the respective wills of
the gods are not always harmonious, and in a universe where so many divergent and complex
divine entities emerge from a shared mother (Gaia), there is not a clear sense of divine will or order

against which monsters can universally operate. This separates Greek monsters from monsters in

104 Carson (2002) xi.
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the traditions of Abrahamic religions and mythologies, where monstrosity is typically understood
as directly antithetical to godliness and notions of natural order.1%

The reason Zeus’ reign is everlasting and successful is because he responds with sensitivity
to the prismatic, multivalent character of the universe itself. Building his system of universal
justice on the dispensation of roles, responsibilities, and honours, Zeus thereby acknowledges that
the harmony of the universe is contingent upon recognising its fundamentally polyvalent nature:
he structures a cosmos that honours that polyvalence. The system of Olympian divinity imposed
by Zeus, with its own internal variance, is the system most suited to Hesiod’s universe.
Furthermore, it is the most sustainable power structure at any stage in Hesiodic cosmic history
because it recognises the impossibility of ontological absolutism and emphasises instead the
dispensation of roles. Hesiod’s monsters are another representation of that fundamental essence in
Hesiod’s cosmogonic universe. Instead of representing a fourth category of being to complement
god, man, and animal, the Hesiodic monster provides a space for fluid, shifting relations with and

among these ontologies.

Monstrous Origins
The question of the origins of monsters bears significant consequences for our understanding of
the monster’s existential identity. In asking this question, we discover that monsters can be born
both parthogenetically and reproductively, which means that monsters lack consistent biological

origins. The most prolific monster parents are Gaia,'% Phorcys, Ceto, 1" and Echidna,*® each of

105 See Daston and Park (1981) and (1998), Wittkower (1942).

106 Her children include Phorcys, the Cyclopes (with Ouranos as father); the Hecatoncheires (with Ouranos);
Typhoeus (with Tartarus); the Erinyes, Gigantes, and Melian Nymphs (with blood from Ouranos’ castrated

testicles).

197 The offspring of Phorcys and Ceto include the Graiae, the Gorgons, Echidna, and the Hesperian Dragon.
108 Her progeny by Typhoeus include: Orthos, Cerberus, Hydra, and Chimaera.
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whom belong to different generations of the same family tree. Gaia — both as an independent parent
and with male partners — functions as a source of many kinds of beings, both divine and monstrous.
Her monstrous offspring result from both parthenogenesis and endogamous copulation. Gaia
couples with her parthogenetically birthed son, Pontos, and begets both Phorcys and Ceto.% It is
impossible to determine exactly to what extent parental intent informs the shape and behaviour of
their monstrous progeny, and therefore the question ‘how do monsters come to be?’ is ultimately
unanswerable. We do have a few instances in Hesiod where the births of monsters appear to
emerge as a result of some form of parental intention, and we also have instances where the
parents’ intentions would seemingly be incongruous with the child’s monstrous shape and agenda.
The generation of Gaia’s first child, Ouranos, sheds light on the question of monstrous

origination. Although Ouranos is not a monster, his birth reveals that gods — and in particular, Gaia
— can manipulate the form and function of their offspring. In a clear purpose clause, Hesiod’s
narrator describes Gaia’s parthenogenetic generation of Ouranos as a purposeful act (iva) that
simultaneously allows earth to be physically enclosed (¢¢pyot) and for her to remain the seat of the
gods:

Toio 8¢ ot IpdToV PV &yeivato 6oV EnVTi

Ovpavov aotepoevd’, tva uv mepl mhvta €€pyot,

O60p” € pokdpecot Beolg Edog doparss aiei. (Theog. 126-128)
Although this particular account of the birth of Ouranos reveals the mother’s stake in the child’s
genesis and his form, Hesiod more often leaves unspecified the relationship between parents and
their monstrous offspring. It seems that Gaia’s earlier parthenogenetically born children are

embodied in particular forms based on their mother’s intent, whereas her later children, born

109 See Park (2014) 265-266 who points out that Hesiod’s monsters differ from Tiamat’s in that they are largely the
products of sexual reproduction rather than parthenogenesis.
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through sexual reproduction, are not.
Although Hesiod never divulges why Gaia gives birth to particular monsters in their
particular forms, there exist monstrous attributes within the primordial deity that she must

gradually exorcise from herself and externalise in the form of her monstrous progeny.*!

Monstrous Mortality

Just as the connection between parents’ wishes and the monstrous forms of their offspring is
ambiguous, so too is the outcome of monsters’ mortality. Genetics alone does not function as a
consistent predictor of a monster’s mortal status.!'? A good example of this is found in the Gorgon
sisters. Hesiod’s narrator does not clarify why Medusa is the sole mortal of the Gorgon sisters, but
instead merely states the distinction between her mortality and her sisters” immortality. He in fact
tells his audience very little about the Gorgons, introducing them in the family tree of Phorcys and
Ceto and listing them after the Graeae:

Dopvi & av Kntod Tpaiag téke kodMmaprovg

€K yeVeTTg ToAdS, Tag on I'paiog kKakéovoty

aBdvatoi te Beol yapai Epyduevol T GvBpwmot,

[Tepepndm T edmemhov Evom te kKpokdmemlov,

T'opyotc 6, ol vaiovot Tépny KAvtod Qkeavoio

goy0Ti) TPOG VUKTOG, v ‘Eomepideg Mybpwvor,

Y0evved T Evpudin 1 Médovad te Avypd mabodoa

7 uev énv Oy, a1 &’ abdavorot kol dynmpw,

ai dvo- Th 0¢ i) maperéEoro Kvavoyaitng

&v pohok®d Asiudvt kol GvBeowv giapivoiot. (Theog. 270-279)

Between the Graeae and the Gorgons there emerges faint family resemblance: both are clustered,

pluralised feminine monsters. The Gorgon sisters — Sthenno, Euryale, and Medusa — live in

110 |pid., 270-271.

111 Clay (2003) 171.

112 Cf. Stewart (1966) on the proto-rationality of Hesiod’s genealogies. Cf. Bazopoulou-Kyrkanidou (1996), who
attempts to identify coherent genetic traits in this family tree.
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fittingly monstrous geography: on an edge, past Ocean, near Night and the Hesperides.!*® Across
these daughters of Ceto and Phorcys, different age ranges appear: eternally aged (the Graiae),

eternally ageless (Sthenno and Euryale), and maiden-aged (Medusa).

Medusa is singled out for her mortality (Theog. 277),1* her correlated suffering of woes
(Theog. 276), and for her sexual intercourse with ‘the dark-haired one’, Poseidon (Theog. 278-
289). She is also the only childbearing Gorgon, though her childbearing is unconventional. The
birth of Chysaor and Pegasus through her severed neck is highly unusual and evocative of other
strange births, like that of the Erinyes or Aphrodite.!'® When Medusa is slain and beheaded by
Perseus, two non-identical twin children emerge from her neck: the mortal Chrysaor and the
immortal Pegasus.

Chrysaor presumably takes an anthropomorphic form, since his body is not described other
than through its sword-bearing state: the narrator etymologises his name as meaning ‘having a
gold sword’, éop ypvcetov Exet (Theog. 283). Although physically quite distinct from one another,
Charles Segal notes that Pegasus and Chrysaor ‘are associated both with the heavens and with
clean, hard metals’ and as such they both transition into the ‘patriarchal, Olympian order of
Zeus.” 1% Neither offspring is explicitly identified as having a monstrous body or visage: indeed,
the narrator gives no description of Chrysaor’s appearance. We do see elsewhere in the Theogony
that gods and monsters can both have hands, so the ability to hold a sword is of course not an

indicator of Chrysaor’s physical anthropomorphism; we know only that he is mortal when he

113 See Segal (1998) 88 on the contrast between Medusa’s association with Nyx and her offspring’s ascension
toward the heavens.

114 Segal (1998) 87 notes that she is the “first mortal creature in the cosmogonic processes of the Theogony.’

115 Clay (2003) 154. See also Segal (1998) 87 on the opposition between this ‘bloody’ birth and Athena’s ‘bloodless,
“male” birth.’

116 Segal (1998) 87.
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appears in the list of mortals who coupled with goddesses (Theog. 979-984).117 Chrysaor’s son,
Geryon, however, is described as triple-headed, tpwéparov (Theog. 287), but this tells us nothing

concrete about Chrysaor’s physiognomy.

Gods and Monsters

Chrysaor’s twin Pegasus takes the form of a flying horse (Theog. 281). The narrator gives no
explicit mention of wings, but indicates that Pegasus flies away from his birthplace and finds a
position with the gods, thereby implying wings or at least a supernatural kinetic ability in this
horse:

YD UEV ATOTTAUEVOC, TPOMTAV ¥OGVa, UNTEPO LADV,

iket’ €¢ abavdarTovg, Znvog 8’ £v dMUOGL Vaigl

Bpovtny 1€ otepomnv e PEpav Al puntidevtt (Theog. 284-286)
Pegasus, a hybrid-bodied creature who is born from a monstrous mother under violent and unusual
circumstances, immediately makes himself a frequenter of Olympus and an assistant of Zeus. Instead
of occupying the monstrous geography inhabited by his mother and aunts, Pegasus relocates himself
within divine geography. He voluntarily facilitates the maintenance of cosmic order through his
assistance to Zeus.

Hesiod’s narrator gives no indication that there is anything surprising or problematic about
the notion that a monster’s progeny (which in turn has a hybrid and supernatural body) should ascend

to Olympus and become a divine assistant. The boundaries between the monster and the divine are

therefore not strictly biological. As elsewhere, the ontology (or ontologies) of a being’s parents does

117 See Clay (2003) 154-155, who also notes Chrysaor is not explicitly marked for monstrosity but suggests that the
sword possibly connects him to the Giants, the Erinyes, and the Melian Nymphs. Clay also links Chrysaor’s sword
to Athena’s armed birth. Segal (1998) 87 designates both of Medusa’s children immortal, but does not elaborate on
his identification of Chrysaor as mortal.
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not result in an inherited and fixed existential status. Furthermore, the being’s form itself is not an
indicator of what role that being will have in the cosmos.

Echidna is another monster whose relationship with the gods is complex. Echidna is born
into the same generation of Geryon’s grandmother Medusa. She enjoys a more vividly monstrous
description than do Chrysaor or Pegasus:

"H & &tex’ dAL0 TEADPOV AU avoV, OVOEV £01KOG
Ovntoig avOpdmolg ovd” abavdrtoist Beoioy,
omit Evi YAaup®, Oeinv kpatepoppov’ "Exiovay,
UL eV VOUENY EMKOTIO0 KOAMTAPN OV,
AHiov & odte TEADPOV BPV SEvOV TE Péyay TE
aidolov unotyv, (afénc v1o kevbeat yaing.
&vBa. 0¢ 01 6EOC £0TL KAT® KOIAT VIO TETPN
™AOD ant” dBavitov te Bedv Bvntdv T AvOpdTOV
&vO™ dpa ol ddocavto Beol KAVTA dMULOTO, VOLELY.

['H & €put’ giv Apipotoy Vo x06va Avypny "Eydva,
a0dvaTog VO Kol Aynpaog UOTO TAVTO.
M) 8¢ Tvedovd @act pryfuevat &v EIAGTNTL
dewvov 0 VPploTV T Avoudy 0 EMKOTIOL KovpN”
1N 6 vokvoauEVN TékeTo Kpotepoepova tékva: (Theog. 295-308)

Echidna is described at a remove from the rest of the narrative. She is introduced in negative terms,
including aunyavov and ovdev £owkdg | Bvnroig avBpmmolg ovd™ dabavdrtoiotl Osoiowv (Theog. 295-
296), which serves to distance and defamiliarise the monster. Furthermore, as Kathryn Stoddard
notes,
The @aoti of the Echidna passage constitutes the one use of unattributed @aoci in the
Theogony... Following Homeric usage, Hesiod employs ¢aoi to indicate the speaker’s
reliance on hearsay for the particular piece of information being related. The mingling of
Typhoeus and Echidna is a subject on which the Muses cannot — or will not — enlighten
him.m

Hesiod’s @acti therefore emphasises the distance between the realm of the narrator and the realm

of the monster, and Clay also points out that the paci may indicate that this description is beyond

118 Stoddard (2004) 50-51. On the Muses’ relationship with truth, see Collins (1999), Clay (1988), Griffith (1983b)
48-50, Pucci (1977).
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even the Muses’ verification. The narrator describes Echidna as an unmanageable monster, téAwpov
auipxavov (Theog. 295).11° She is doubly characterised as completely unlike both gods and men. In
the first instance, we are told that she is o0d&v €owdg | Bvymtoilg avBpdmolg ovd™ dbavdétolct Beoiot
(Theog. 295-296), and in the second, we are told that she lives geographically far from both mortals
and gods, in a cave below a boulder, ThAod an’” dbavatmv 1€ Oedv Bvntdv T avOpdrmv (Theog.
302). Although Echidna is described one line before as being nothing like the gods, she is also
characterised as Osinv (Theog. 297).1% The adjective 0siog is typically understood to mean ‘of or
from the gods, divine’,*?! and can also be applied to heroes with this sense.

Simultaneously unlike the gods and like the gods, Echidna therefore reveals the complex
existential resemblances between monsters and gods. Her hybrid body reveals that she is at least
something like immortals, in that her upper half resembles a nymph (Theog. 298). The rest of her
body is not only serpentine, but is overloaded with adjectival descriptors: her lower half takes the
form of a serpent that is monstrous (méAwpov), terrible (dewvdv), enormous (péyav), wriggling
(aidhov), and raw-flesh-eating (ounotv). What makes Echidna immortal is obviously of a different
substance than that which makes the gods immortal, for she eats raw flesh rather than ambrosia and
nectar. Echidna is half nymph (298), half serpent (299), half-revealed (298) and half-hidden (300),
half unlike the gods (296) and half like them (298 and 305 both characterise her as a nymph, the
latter calls her d0dvatog). She is furthermore half a disruptor of categories through her physical
hybridity, and half a maintainer of them, since she guards the Arimae in a place ordained by the gods

(Theog. 303-304).122 Like that of her offspring Cerberus, Echidna’s monstrosity is put to use in the

119 Cf. Cerberus, described as auryovov at Theog. 310.

120 Clay (2003) 155.

1211 SJ s.v. Ogioc.

122 See West (1966) ad 304 for the uncertainty about Arima as a group of people or a place.
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organisation of the world. Another boundary-defying creature herself becomes a guardian of

boundaries.

Monsters and Heroes

Typhon and Echidna produce a group of children — the cousins of Geryon, once removed — who
resemble their mother in her misanthropic disposition and become opponents of Herakles during
his labours.!? Like Echidna (Theog. 297), her offspring are xpatepdppova (Theog. 307), or ‘stout-
hearted.” Their first two children are both predominantly canine: the first child, Orthos, she bears
as a mate for Geryon: I'mpvovijt (Theog. 309). This dative hints at the possibility that two-headed*?*
Orthos was ‘bred’ out of some sort of intention or purpose — specifically, ‘for’ Geryon. This is a
charming ancient example of the trope that ‘people’ (or in this case, monsters) resemble their
pets.1? Echidna’s second canine progeny resembles herself as much as his brother Orthos:
Cerberus is apnyovov (Theog.310) like his mother (Theog.295), raw-flesh-eating (ounotnv,
Theog. 311) like his mother (Theog. 300). Furthermore, in the long adjectival descriptions of
Echidna and Cerberus, the last adjective describing both of them is ®unotiv. The parallelism
between the starts of lines 300 and 311 — aidAov ®unotyv and KépBepov aunotiv — reveal both
the metrical utility of these phrases but also the resemblances between mother and child.

The body of the third child, the Lernean Hydra, is not mentioned at all, but the narrator
indicates that the Hydra has a baleful mind (Ayp”~ €idviav, Theog. 313). This description stakes a

claim for the monster’s intellectual interiority, and furthermore connects it to the baleful nature of

123 See West (1966) ad 306, who points out that Typhon and Echidna are particularly well-matched in terms of
physiognomy. See also Clay (2003) 154-155.

124 Hesiod does not mention Orthos’ two heads. Cf. Pindar’s Isthmian 1.13, which does not name Orthos but
mentions the ‘dogs of Geryon’ (I'mpvova... koveg). Cf. also Pseudo-Apollodorus, Bibliotheca 2.106-108. For
depictions of Orthos in inconography, see Mainoldi (1984) 43.

125 Franco (2014) 93 describes both Cerberus and Orthos as “perfect dogs’ and “infallible guardians’ because they
are ‘exact copies of their ruthless and invincible masters.’
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its mother (Theog. 304). The narrator also notes that Hera incited the Hydra against Heracles —
another example of a monster fulfilling in some way an assistant position for a god — and that
Heracles slew it.*?

Once again, parental immortality offers no guarantee of immortality for monstrous
offspring. The family tree that binds most of Hesiod’s monsters into the offspring of Phorcys and
Ceto crucially demonstrates that the Greeks did at least consider monsters as occupying some
category or group, since most are related to one another.'?’ Yet the boundaries and even the
characteristics of such a group are nearly impossible to determine. There is great differentiation,
and therefore inconsistency, within the group.

The continuation of the genealogy hereafter becomes confused, for Hesiod uses an
ambiguous feminine pronoun to continue: “H 8¢ Xipotpav ETiKTE TVEOLGAV GUOLULAKETOV TOP
(Theog. 319).128 The 1y potentially refers to Echidna, and thus continues the description of her lineage
with Typhon, or it moves instead to the children of the Hydra, generated, in the first instance, without
a clearly identified father. Whether the Chimaera is the offspring of Typhon and Echidna, or of the
Hydra, this creature’s part-serpentine form demonstrates family resemblance to either set of
genitors. The Chimaera breathes fire (therefore potentially resembling her fiery-browed father

Typhon), and boasts the heads of a goat, a snake, and a dragon (Theog. 321-322).12° We learn that

126 Echidna and Typhon’s offspring are a blend of mortal and immortal. Theog. 293-295 and 313-318 detail
Herakles’ slaying of Orthos and the Hydra respectively. Although not mentioned in Hesiod’s Theogony, Herakles’
labour regarding Cerberus is not to slay the dog but to retrieve him. Clay (2003) 158 notes that ‘each sequence of
monstrous births culminates in an exploit of Heracles.’

127 See Bazopoulou-Kyrkanidou (1996) 143 on this family tree’s organisation as a limitation of ‘the contagion of
their chaotic promiscuity’; see also Clay (2003) 20-21 and Faraone (2013) on catalogues in Hesiod; see Schwabl
(1969) on Hesiodic monster catalogues specifically.

128 See West (1966) ad 310-315, who gives an overview of the potential arguments for both Echidna and the Hydra
as parents. | agree that the uses of npdtov, devtepov, and 1o tpitov preceding the introduction of the Chimaera
suggests a packed group of three children. Less convincing is West’s argument that the Chimaera ‘resembles Hydra
in having several heads, and might be made her child on this account’, for we have seen repeatedly that family
resemblance among monsters is never consistent or logical, and therefore not a decisive factor.

129 On the unique strangeness of the Chimaera’s physiognomy, see Roes (1934). See also Siegmann (1968).

59



she is slain by Bellerophon and Pegasus (Theog. 325). This indicates that monsters within the same
family tree can antagonise one another and occupy fundamentally different positions in the
relations between man, god, and monster. 13

Before her demise, the Chimaera'®! was ‘overpowered’ (bmodunfsica, Theog. 327) by
Orthos, and consequently gave birth to the Sphinx and the largely zoomorphic Nemean lion. In
this passage, we begin to see the generations of monsters taking on more thoroughly bestial forms,
and we also see them engaging more with human beings:

N0 Gpa @i’ dhonv téke Kadueiotov dAhebpov,

"Opbp vmoduneica Nepeaiov te Aéovta,

tov p’ "Hpn Opéyaca Aldc kudpr) mopakortic

youvvoictv kotévacoe Nepeing, mijp” avOpmmolg:

EvO™ ap’ 0y’ oikelmv EAe@aipeTo GOA’ AVOpOTWV,

kotpavéwv Tpnroio Nepeing né” Anécavtog

aAAG € i édapacce Ping Hpaxineing. (Theog. 328-332)
Where Hesiod’s older monsters could potentially generate immense consequences for mortals —
indeed, Hesiod tells us that things would be quite different if Zeus had not defeated Typhon (Theog.
836-838) — the younger generations of monsters are those which more directly engage or fight with
human heroes. '3 This is manifest in the troubles which the Sphinx causes for the Cadmeans and
the Nemean lion for its neighbouring humans; this is manifest further in the fact that both these
monsters are slain by mortal heroes, Oedipus (who is not mentioned by Hesiod) and Heracles. This

passage also contains another instance of Hera utilising the power of a monster, the Nemean lion,

as a violent tool in the manifestation of her wrath against Heracles.

130 Gods also commit intrafamilial violence in the Theogony, a theme which is repeated through the various divine
succession stories. See Baumbach and Alexander (2014).

131 Hesiod again gives an unspecified v instead of clarifying the mother, but | agree with West’s take on this
ambiguity. West (1966) ad 326 notes that the fact that Orthos is the father strengthens the reading that Chimaera is
the mother.

132 See De Jong (1987) 68-81.
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The narrative thereafter zooms out from this youngest branch of the family tree and
mentions the final offspring of Phorcys and Ceto, the unnamed serpent which guards the apples of
the Hesperides. This serpent is another monster whose role as a guardian serves the gods and whose
body is largely zoomorphic and not ontologically hybrid. This demonstrates yet again that

monsters do not take on a consistent mode of relating to the gods or to humans.

Part I1: Monstrous Voices in Cosmic History
Typhon

There are two dominant factors that set Typhon apart from the other monsters both within and
beyond the Theogony.*®® The first is the scale of his threat to the universe. Typhon is one of the
few monsters to do physical battle with a god, let alone threaten the imminent Olympian lordship
of Zeus.** The second distinguishing factor is his voice. Typhon’s voices and sounds are not
directly transcribed or quoted in the poem, for they do not consist of human language. Generally
speaking, the methods by which Greek poets make available monsters’ voices bear a correlation
to their level of threat. The more dangerous monsters’ voices are held at a remove from the ears of
the audience, and in the case of Typhon, the narrator depicts the marvellous impact of the voice
and its multiplicity rather than attempting to render the voice itself.

The narrator’s description of Typhon’s voice secures its position as the most multiple and
hybrid of all the voices of Greek myth, leading critics to point out that Typhon can be understood

as ‘acosmia incarnate.’*3® The connection between these two features — threat and voice — is not

133 The authenticity of the Typhonomachy has been widely discussed. West (1966) 381-383 covers these arguments
and concludes that the passage is authentic. Blaise (1992) 350-369 gives another useful overview of the arguments.
See also Ballabriga (1990), Said (1977) 199-210, and Worms (1953).

134 The other physical battle between a god and a monster is the confrontation between Apollo and the Python (Hom.
Hymn. Ap. 300-304). The Eumenides of course dramatises the non-physical duel between the Erinyes and Apollo.
135 Clay (2003) 26. See also Blaise (1992) 362 and Lo6pez-Ruiz (2010) 111.
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coincidental, but rather illustrates one of the large arguments of this thesis. The sonic and semiotic
qualities of a monster’s voice correspond to that monster’s cosmic position. Typhon, the most
subversive and dangerous monster of the entire collective of mythological monsters, also has a
voice that most vividly echoes the qualities of the monster itself.

Typhon is born after Zeus’ defeat of the Titans. Although scholars have assumed the birth
of Typhon somehow occurs as a purposeful gesture from Gaia,'® the text itself cites only
Aphrodite as the cause for Typhon’s birth:

omhotartov téke moida Tvewéa ["oia meAdpn
Taptapov &v erroTTL d10 Ypvoény Aepoditnv: (Theog. 821-822)

The o4 is somewhat ambiguous: it does not preclude the possibility that Typhon’s birth was in fact
a result of his parents’ strategy. On the other hand, the text also gives no indication that Gaia (or
Tartarus, for that matter) intended to engender a competitor to Zeus. And as we have seen, Hesiod’s
narrator occasionally hints at a parent’s role in actively creating monstrous progeny, but there is no
direct or precise correspondence made between the nature of a monster and its parents’ will.

The duel between Typhon and Zeus occurs immediately following the monster’s birth.
Unlike Zeus, who matures and develops strength for a year before fighting the Titans (Theog. 492-
500), Typhon is born just after the Titanomachy and yet still before Zeus’ ascension to power.
Typhon possesses an impressively large and hybrid physiognomy with tireless feet, strong hands,
and one hundred serpentine heads (Theog. 823-826) — twice as many heads as the Hecatoncheires —

137

which each have licking black tongues. His eyes sparkle with fire wherever he glances,*’ and his

136 See Blaise (1992), Clay (2003) 25-26, Goslin (2010) 354 n. 7, Lépez-Ruiz (2010) 112, and Woodard (2007) 89-
90. It is possible that scholars conflate Gaia’s volition in the birth of Ouranos with the birth of Typhon. It is also
possible that the conflation is with Hera in Hom. Hymn. Ap. 305-306, who begets Typhon out of vengeful intent.
137 On the fiery gaze as a canine trait, see Franco (2014) 114-115; cf. West (1966) ad 825 on the fiery gaze as a
serpentine trait. For discussion of Typhon’s gaze, see Worms (1953) 29-30. See also Ogden (2013).
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voice boasts a range of sounds including tones belonging to gods, to domestic animals, and to wild
animals:

Qoval &’ &v mhomoy Eoav OEVIG KEPUATOL,

navtoiny O’ isloatl abéopotov: GANOTE PEV YOp

POEyYovD’ (¢ te Beoiol cuviduey, BAlote & avTe

TaPoL EPIPPHYED HEVOC AoYETOL OGGAV Gyopov,

dAote & ate Aéovtog dvandéa Bupdv Exovtog,

8ALote & o GKLAAKESGLY d01KOTO, Oopat’ dkodoo,

dAhote & av poilesy’, Vo & Hyeev obpea poxpd. (Theog. 829-835)
There are two possible readings of Typhon’s means of expression in this passage. The first would
suggest that the monster’s different heads generate this range of sounds separately and therefore
bring forward a cacophony of transontological sound.**® The second reading would suggest that all
of Typhon’s heads vocalise contemporaneously in the same way, therefore insinuating that Typhon’s
voice shapeshifts across these categories. The soundscape generated by Typhon therefore depends
on whether one takes dALote to mean ‘sometimes’ in the temporal sense: that Typhon hisses like a
snake in one instance and bellows like a bull in another. If we read dAlote with a metaphorical
inflection, then different parts of the creature vocalise differently but all at the same time.13°

Although | take the first reading of a more literal ‘sometimes’ as the most likely ‘sense’ of
the passage, both readings elicit monstrous soundscapes from the monster, albeit in different ways. 4

In the temporal reading of dALote, the passage communicates that this hundred-headed draconic god

conjures a range of different voices that are multiplied in volume and iteration by one hundred

138 See Collins (1999) on the range of sonic taxonomies attributed to Typhon in this passage (povai, 87", and docav).
See also West (1966) ad 831-5, who notes that the range of noises associated with Typhon also appears in Nic. fr. 59
(ap. Ant. Lib. 28), and Nonnus (1.157-162, 2.250-257, 367-370). See also Clay (1974), Ford (1992), Goslin (2010),
and Leclerc (1993). Goslin and Collins in particular connect the concept of ossa to the voices of the Muses, and
Goslin argues that Hesiod sets up an intertextual relationship between these voices that articulates the rise of Zeus’
power. Gurd (2016) 34-36 also puts the voices of the Muses in contrast with the voices of Typhon. See also Agar
(1915) and Clay (1988).

139 Cf. Too (1998) 21, who argues that the voices are threatening because they endow Typhon with ‘a limitless
capacity to lie and deceive.’

140 West (1966) ad 831-835 favours the reading of a transforming voice.
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separate heads. Each head, therefore, is capable of migrating across sonic taxonomies, as the
magnitude of licking serpentine tongues issue out the sounds of both gods and animals. Those who
are subject to Typhon’s range of voices may reel at the mismatch between the hundred snake heads
and the various kinds of sounds that come out of them. This impact is heightened by the amplification
through the hundred vocalising heads. Indeed, Typhon doubles the volume and impact of Cerberus’s
fifty-headed barking.

If we take &AMlote in the more abstract sense, then Typhon can vocalise across different
categories in one moment, thus engendering profound cacophony in any moment of utterance.
Whether Typhon is a vocal shape-shifter or a vocal hybrid — and the simultaneity of both options is
theoretically possible — the soundscape generated by this monster straddles a huge number of
spheres.

His voice carries strains of the divine, the bovine, the domestic animal (dogs), and the wild
animal (serpents and lions).2*! This Typhonic voice is furthermore deemed incomprehensible in any
ontological sphere by the Greek word abéopatov (Theog. 830), meaning ‘beyond even a god's
power to express, unutterable.’'*? As Andrew Ford notes, things that are described as 0écparoc
‘confound human cognition and articulation: they are by nature so borderless or unarticulated that
they defy expression or boggle the mind.”*** The magnitude of this sonic phenomenon is captured
in the narrator’s evaluative comment, Oodopat’ dxodoon (Theog. 834), making Typhon’s voice the
only sonic Oadpa in archaic and classical Greek poetry.** Stoddard finds the narrator’s remark
surprising, since its placement emphasises the wondrousness of Typhon’s puppy voice rather than

some of the other more potentially frightening voices:

141 For a detailed reading of the phonic effects of the language in this passage, see Gurd (2016) 32-33.

1421 S s.v. d0éoparoc.

143 Ford (1992) 184. On a0éopatoc, cf. Collins (1999) 245-246.

144 Typhon is also described as a sonic marvel in Pindar Pyth. 1.26. For further discussion, see Chapter 3, 160-164.
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What Hesiod must be saying is not that the puppies’ yelping was in itself remarkable, but

that it is perhaps wondrously incongruous that such a powerful being would make a

sound like puppies. What makes this monster so dreadful is not only his terrible strength

but his mixture of the comprehensible with the incomprehensible, the overtly threatening

with the non-threatening, the foreign with the familiar.14°
The marvel that Typhon poses does indeed emerge from his blending of categories from the divine
to both savage and domestic animals. Typhon’s puppy-like voice, however, is not inconsistent with
other monstrous soundscapes, for Homer’s Scylla also barks like a young puppy (Od. 12.85-88). It
is also perhaps important to note that the bark of puppies can be shrill and piercing: the yelp is
therefore not merely the voice of a non-threatening domestic animal, but rather an urgent intrusion
of sharp sound, from an animal that straddles the binary of domestic and wild. More significantly,
as West notes, the plural form ckvidkeoow at Theog. 834 means ‘pack of whelps’ rather than a
single puppy.*® Therefore okvldkeoowv evokes an even more excessive sonic impact while
emphasising the monster’s internal multiplicity and plurality.

The multiplicity of Typhon’s voice is contrasted by the profound singularity of Zeus’
soundscape in his battle against Typhon:

Kot v Kev Emieto Epyov apnyavov fLott Keive,

Kai kev 6 ye Bvnroiot kai dBavatoloy dvatey,

el un dp’ 6EL vonoe wathp AvopdV 1€ DedV TE”

okAnpov 8" ERpdvnoe kal OPpipov, auei o8 yaio

ouePSUAEOV KOVAPNGE Kol ovpavog e0pLE Vtepbev

novTog T ‘Qreavod te poai kai Taptapa yaing. (Theog. 836-841)
Unlike Typhon’s multiple tones and forms of voice, Zeus emits his singular epithetic sound, which
functions as a metonym for the divinity himself. The sound emitted by Zeus is not a voice as such,

but serves here as elsewhere to convey, extralinguistically, the god’s supreme force and power.

Owen Goslin describes the battle between Zeus and Typhon as “first and foremost a confrontation

145 Stoddard (2004) 57.
146 West (1966) ad 834.
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of sounds, rather than physical violence.”**” Where Typhon’s internal multiplicity generates a
spectacular soundscape, Zeus sends out a singular sound which emphasises the god’s cross-
ontological impact. Where Typhon’s soundscape draws attention to the power of the monster’s
expression, Zeus’ soundscape gains its effect from its deep and resounding impression. Typhon
himself occupies and therefore vocalises a range of categories, whereas Zeus’ force resonates
singularly across different kinds of space and different primordial gods. Typhon’s tones — in
particular, his hissing tones — do echo from the mountains below, but Zeus’ soundscape echoes
across the entirety of Gaia, Ouranus, Oceanus, and Tartarus.'*® Thus Zeus sonically impresses his
might not only upon Typhon’s own parents, but also in all the major primordial realms of the
universe.

Yet despite the sonic disparity between Typhon and Zeus, they also exhibit some shared
characteristics. Monsters and their enemies regularly share a set of common traits.*° In the battle,
both Typhon and Zeus physically harm Gaia with their impact: Zeus’ rushing upon Typhon causes
Gaia to groan (Theog. 842-843), as does Typhon’s fall (Theog. 858). Zeus burns Gaia with a
lightning bolt (Theog. 861-862), and Typhon burns her as his body falls against her (Theog. 865-
866).1%0 Both Typhon and Zeus are the youngest children of their mothers, Gaia and Rhea
respectively, and both vie for the role as lord of the universe. They are of course genealogically
related, Typhon being Zeus’ younger uncle, and they both face the problem of being swallowed by
their fathers. Zeus of course circumvents his entry into Kronos’ belly through a ruse wherein Kronos

mistakes a stone for Zeus and swallows that contently; Typhon is thrown into Tartarus by Zeus at

147 Goslin (2010) 364.

148 On the semantics of hissing, see Connor (2014) 33-52. On Greek preferences for resonant, loud, echoing sound,
see West (1992) 44. On Hesiod’s depictions of Tartarus, see Johnson (1999).

149 See also Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, 145-148.

150 Clay (2003) 26 argues that these wounds to Gaia indicate that ‘Typhoeus’ defeat is also hers.” See also Goslin
(2010) 364-365 and Bonnafé (1984) 212-216.
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the end of their battle, and thus Zeus inflicts onto his enemy the fate which he himself avoided, being
engulfed in the body of one’s father. >
Cerberus

Before Typhon’s defeat at the thunderbolt of Zeus, he and Echidna couple and give birth to a
notably vocal monster: Cerberus. This fifty-headed (revimkovtaxépaiov, Theog. 312) dog appears
to have inherited an aspect of his father’s multiple, changing voice. Sometimes Cerberus fawns
and wags his tail to those entering Hades, but he unleashes his frightful jaws upon those who
attempt to escape. The Theogony mentions Cerberus twice: the first in the context of the children
of Echidna, and the second in the context of the geographical orientation of Hades. The first links
his eating of raw flesh to the sounds of his voice:

Se0TEPOV OTIC ETIKTEV QU XOVOV OD TL POTELOV,

KépPepov aounotv, Aidem kbva YoaAkedQmvoV,

TEVTINKOVTOKEQOAOV, avaidéa te Kpatepov te* (Theog. 310-312)
And the second describes his hybrid behaviour as both a domestic animal and a wild dog:

"EvBa. 00D yBoviov mpdchev dopot ynevreg

[ipOipov T° Aidew kai marviic [epoepoveing]

€0TAOLY, 0VOG O KVMV TPOTAPOIOE PUAACCEL,

VMAEMG, TéEQVNY O0€ KoKV &Yl € uev idvtag

caivel OUMC 0VPT) TE Kal 0DUGV AUPOTEPOLOLY,

BEENDETV & 00K aTIG &8 TThALY, ALY SokedmV

£obiet 6v ke AaPnot muriéwv Ektoobev idvta. (Theog. 767-773)
So although Hesiod’s narrator does not directly state that Cerberus’ fifty-headed barking is reserved
for the dead who attempt to walk out of the gates of Hades and back toward the living, the narrator
does depict his voice as yarikeopwvov (Theog. 311) in connection with his eating of raw flesh.

Furthermore, we know that Cerberus does not bark at those who enter Hades, but rather behaves like

a happy puppy. The savage, raw-eating, brazen-voiced inflection of Cerberus emerges as a weapon

151 Clay (2003) 25-26.
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against cosmic disorder. With his maws, Cerberus preserves and polices the boundary between
mortal men and immortal gods.*%?

The genealogical evolution from Typhon to Cerberus is audible. Cerberus, the bronze-
voiced dog of Hades, uses his voice as a weapon against the confusion of life and death. The voice
of Cerberus therefore evolves from his father’s mode of vocality, even though its sound is similarly
cacophonous and overwhelming with its fifty-headed barking. And though Cerberus’ voice is not
semiotic or legible in the way that language or music might be, nevertheless it operates in mode
that is logically comprehensible, against those who wish to create chaos by disrupting the balance
between life and death. Unlike later authors who depict Cerberus as a hybrid form that incorporates
serpentine elements into his body, Hesiod’s Cerberus displays the inherent hybridity at the heart
of the dog in its relation to man. Partly domesticated and fawning pet, and partly vicious beast,
Cerberus’ hybridity is based on an amplification of the hybrid tension that always haunts man’s
relationship with the dog.® Although Cerberus may operate in a role that maintains cosmic order,
his impact on the human imagination is depicted as a highly frightful one that transcends

comprehension and articulation: he is both impossible (aunyxavov) and unspeakable (o0 Tt @ateov).

Cottus
Unlike most of the monsters in Hesiod’s Theogony, the Hecatoncheires come into narrative focus in
a state of subjugation. Kronos swallows his Olympian children, but he also places the
Hecatoncheires in infernal bonds out of disdain for their monstrosity. Hesiod cites the

Hecatoncheires” morphology and size as the cause of their subjugation. Gaia is responsible for the

152 West (1966) ad 769-773 discusses Cerberus’ representation of ‘the devouring aspect of death.’
153 For this ambiguity in the Greek context broadly, see Franco (2014). For the ambiguity and doubleness of the dog
in Hesiod specifically, see ibid., 136-137.
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idea of freeing them and thereby utilising their strength:

Bpiapem & og TpdTa TOTP ®OVoCATO BUUD

Kotto 1" 116e I'oyn, ofjoe kpatepd €vi deoud,

MVOpENY DITEPOTAOV Gy MUEVOS NiOE Kai 160G

Kol péyebog katévaoce 6 Hiod ¥Bovog evPVOSEINC.

&vO’ ol v~ Gilye’ Eyovteg IO ¥BoVi vouethovTeg

glot’ én” ooty peydng v meipact yaing,

OB LA™ dyvopevor, kpadin péya mEvOog ExovTeg.

aALd opeac Kpoviong te kai aBdvartot Ogoi dAlot

obg tékev okopog Pein Kpdvov év prrdmtt

Taing epadpocivnoty aviyayov ¢ paog onTiC.

a0T Yap Qv Gmavto dinvekéms katéAese,

oV Ketvolg vikny te kod dyAadv e0yog apécdar. (Theog. 617-628)
Through this depiction of the Hecatoncheires’ subjugation, we find an instance in which a divine
parent does not have direct or precise agency over the form of his progeny. Ouranos despises the
Hecatoncheires for their monstrous physiognomy. This passage furthermore reveals that certain
Hesiodic monsters do in fact have some sort of interiority and can experience emotional anguish
(Theog. 621-623) — something we also find in Homer’s Polyphemus and Stesichorus’ Geryon.>*
Zeus, taking up Gaia’s prophecy, removes their bonds and devises to offer nectar and ambrosia to
the Hecatoncheires. Zeus thus upgrades these subjugated monsters to empowered Olympian
immortals and makes a speech, quoted in the poem (Theog. 644-653), in order to convince the
Hecatoncheires to join the Olympians in battle against the Titans.*>®

Cottus’ response also appears in the poem in direct response. This dialogue constitutes “the
longest passage of direct speech in the poem’*® and flows evenly with the tone and discourse of
the rest of the text:

“Oapovi’, OVK ASANTO TLPAVGKENL GALN KOl 0O TOl

iOpev 6 tol mepi pev mpoamidec, mepi & €oti vonua,

aAktnp 6" dbavatolsy aptg YEVED KpLEPOIo,
oflol &’ émppocivnoy VIO {HPoLv NePOEVTOG

154 See Chapter 2, 83-95, and Chapter 3, 128-149.
155 Vernant (1983) 17-18.
156 Stoddard (2004) 106. On the scarcity of direct speech in Hesiod, see ibid., 108-109.
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ayoppov ONEADTIS AUEIMKTOV VIO dECUDV

nAvbopev, Kpdvov vig dval, avieinta maddviec.

T® Kol VOV ATeVET 1€ VO® Kol Emippovi fovAd

pouodueda kpdTog LUOV &V aivi) dnrotitt,

nopvapevor Tirfiow ava kpatepog bopivac.” (Theog. 655-663)

Where the voices of Typhon and Cerberus present a full-on sonic assault, the voice of Cottus —
who is introduced as apdvov, ‘blameless’™® — instead emerges in dialogue with the king of the
gods and even affirms his lordship. Cottus’ speech indicates an advanced level of pathos and
interiority, for he notes that Zeus’ act of freeing the Hecatoncheires defied their hopes and endowed
them with eagerness to help.

This indicates that within the Theogony, some monsters can in fact possess minds and
spirits, can suffer and hope, can wish to repay the kindness done to them, and therefore share a
certain realm of emotional experience with both gods and humans. Cottus’ speech is not at all
marked for its sound, but only for its sense. In fact, the gods even praise the contents of this
monstrous voice and gain martial inspiration from it:

Q¢ pat’* Emnvnoay 0¢ Beol dmTipeg EdwV

uvbov dkovoovteg ToAEHoL & EMhaieTo Buuog

paAAov €t 1) 1O mapode: paynv 6 duéyaptov Eyelpav

navteg... (Theog. 664-667)

Just as the addition of the Hecatoncheires to the Olympian force results in the final ascension of
the Olympians over the Titans, Zeus’ release of their brothers, the Cyclopes,*® also results in a
crucial increase in the god’s power. Although the Cyclopes’ voices are not described in the

Theogony, it is their gift to Zeus that enables the loud thundering sounds he emits throughout the

poem. Both the Cyclopes and the Hecatoncheires are deciding factors in Zeus’ ascension to rule,

157 1bid., 115-116 notes that apovov indicates that Cottus responds to Zeus in a manner of which the author

approves.
158 On the relationship (or lack thereof) between the Homeric and Hesiodic Cyclopes, see Mondi (1983).
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and Zeus’ ability to incorporate monsters into his divine reign is what makes him the most capable
king of the cosmos.!®®

Throughout this chapter, | have argued that monsters do not take on a fixed categorical
identity. This is due to the fact that the cosmos is itself polyvalent, and this divine diversity means
that its counterpart — monstrosity — must take on equally dynamic and diverse forms. | have also
argued that Zeus’ kingship takes on an everlasting quality due to the fact that he chooses not to
suppress mighty or monstrous forces, but instead to incorporate them into his power. Instead of
fearing the power of others in the manner of both Ouranos and Kronos before him, Zeus
systematically incorporates those powers into himself and into his political regime. Although his
swallowing of his first wife Mé&tis may seem like a reiteration of Kronos’ swallowing of his
children, Zeus’ gesture is fundamentally different.'®® He swallows her not only to suppress her
ability to bear future children after Athena, but also to engulf her and incorporate her power into
his own.%! Similarly, he unleashes the subjugated monsters that are his paternal uncles. He gains
definitive artillery from releasing their power into the universe and incorporating it into himself.

Zeus’ subjugation of Typhon presents a possible counterpoint to this argument, and it is
clear that Typhon and Zeus emerge in some ways as doppelgangers of one another. The soundscape
of that battle, as | have argued, shows why Zeus’ dominion over Typhon is subtle but sustainable:
where Typhon vocally incorporates a range of ontologies and forms into his own voice, and
therefore embodies polymorphism himself, Zeus singularly extends his reach across all categories

and realms, resounding his ‘Zeus-ness’ across categories. Typhon is multiple and polymorphic in

159 The idea, however, comes from Gaia (Theog. 617-628). On Hesiod’s ‘poetics of incorporation’, see Loney
(2014).

180 On the key role of MEtis in Zeus’ sovereignty, see Detienne and Vernant (1978) 55-130 and Blickman (1987)
345. See also Miralles (1993) for discussion of Zeus’ wives.

161 Clay (2003) 18.
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his form and his voice, whereas Zeus is multiple and polymorphic in his power and impact. What

Typhon represents existentially, Zeus enacts politically.

Conclusion: Zeus and Gaia
Zeus’ battle with the Titans also opens many questions about the nature of divinity in its different
modes. What are we to make of the length of the battle between the Olympians and the Titans? Why
are their forces so evenly matched that battle continues relentlessly for ten years without any side
gaining the upper hand? What does Zeus’ incorporation of the Hecatoncheires into this battle tell us
about the nature of the competition as well as the role of monsters in the universe?

Zeus’ embrace of the monstrous tells us three things. The first is that, in a vacuum, the power
of the Titans and the Olympian gods is evenly matched. Neither possesses any greater fundamental
force. The second is that it is Zeus’ embrace of plurality that sets him apart and makes him the most
sustainable leader of the universe.!%2 His willingness to incorporate otherness into his regime and
therefore maximise his own powers reveals a fundamental understanding of the nature of the
universe and its dynamics, which the Titans fail to demonstrate, as they emphasise repression of
threats rather than incorporation. The third is that monsters fulfil a necessary role in the structure of
the universe. In the Titanomachy, the power and force epitomised in the monster figure is the
deciding factor that must be utilised and incorporated into political rule in order to introduce the
Olympian dominion.

Zeus’s relationship with monsters serves as a complement to Gaia’s. Gaia is regularly
characterised as innately monstrous throughout the Theogony. Forms of the phrase I'oio meldpn

appear eight times,*%® and the sickle (&pmmv) that Gaia selects to castrate Kronos is also the sole

162 |_6pez-Ruiz (2010) 89-90 frames Zeus’s distribution of honours as a gesture of gratitude.
163 Theog. 159, 173, 479, 505, 731, 821, 858, and 861.
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neAdplov entity in the poem.®* Beyond having ‘monstrous’ as her epithet, Gaia’s various forms of
reproduction reveal that she has latent within herself a range of monstrous aspects. The early energy
of the universe is characterised by Gaia’s expression of these monstrous entities from within to
without, and the monstrous earth releases monstrosity from within itself during the early organisation
of the universe.1®

A notable echo of this emerges in the figure of Pandora: where Gaia is the first feminine
entity to release monsters into the cosmos, Pandora is the first female to release banes for mankind. 166
Both ur-feminine god and ur-feminine mortal function as sources that contain and ultimately unleash
monstrosities and evils onto the world. It is the role of masculine principles to then organise,
consume, and redirect these different instances of monstrosity into a coherent system.

This process, wherein the monstrous is organised by the divine, occurs elsewhere as an
exchange between Athena and groups of monsters. In Pindar’s Pythian 12, Athena transforms the
Gorgons’ voices into the instrument of the aulos, and she gives it to mortals.'®’ In Aeschylus’
Eumenides, Athena incorporates the Erinyes into Olympian justice. Athena herself represents Zeus’
incorporation of principles of otherness, through her own birth: she is both the example and the agent
of the principle of incorporation. In each of these instances, the Olympian goddess must harness
these primordial monsters and direct their power into a form of justice that serves rather than
threatens Athens. The monster exists, partly because the universe’s structural form was more fluid

at the time of monsters’ generation; but also, more profoundly, the monster exists because

164 Other forms of néAwp and its cognates appear at Theog. 295 and 299 to describe Echidna, and at Theog. 845 and
856 to describe Typhon.

185 Cf. Vernant (1990).

186 On Hesiod’s contrastive depiction of Pandora, see Woodard (2007) 120. See also Calabrese de Feo (1995),
Lévéque (1988), Marquardt (1982), McLaughlin (1981), Smith (1890), and Wickkiser (2010).

167 See Chapter 3, 155-160.

73



institutions of great cosmic power and stability seem to depend on harnessing the mutable and
shifting power of the monster: this principle applies equally in the nonhuman and the human realms.

A frequent refrain in ‘monster studies’ is the notion that monsters exist because humans need
them to exist, and that monsters function as an essential other against which existential concepts of
selfhood can be defined. Yet what we find in the Theogony turns out to be quite different: it is not
humans who create monsters, as is the case with Dr. Frankenstein and Dorian Gray’s uncanny
portrait, but gods who do the creating. It is not humans who must learn to live with monsters, but
gods who must learn to acknowledge and incorporate their power. As we will see throughout the
following chapters, the dynamism surrounding the monster in this chapter — Gaia’s expulsion of the
monster from within to without, Zeus’s incorporation of the monster from without to within —is a
theme throughout the literature examined in this thesis. Whether interacting with gods or with
humans, monsters regularly course in and out of divinity and humanity. Monsters consistently
engage in a process of relation with gods and humans that helps to develop the structures and systems

of relations among divinities and mortals.
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CHAPTER 2
HOMER’S ODYSSEY: MINGLING WITH MONSTERS
‘Whoever fights monsters should see to it that in the process he does not become a monster. And
when you look long into an abyss, the abyss looks back into you.”8
INTRODUCTION

Homer’s Odyssey offers the most celebrated and extensive concentration of monster-hero
encounters in the Greek poetic canon. Mediated through the voice of Odysseus, who narrates his
adventures at sea to an audience of Phaeacian hosts, Books 9-12 of the Odyssey present a cluster
of monsters that have captivated the imaginations of countless subsequent poets, artists, and
scholars. Homer’s Odyssey is typically considered to be the first surviving written incarnation of
the monster narrative in Greek,%® and indeed, the first literary account of the Sirens, the Cyclopes,
Scylla, and Charybdis in the Greek poetic tradition. As a result of this, Homer’s Odyssey represents
a moment of genesis in the poetic development of the monster as a figure both in its own right and

in relation to its antagonist — the hero.’

In the previous chapter, we have seen how the Hesiodic monsters of the Theogony emerge
as early participants in the larger process of the evolution and organisation of the cosmos. Often
predating the generation of humans and certain Olympian gods, monsters either facilitate or
threaten cosmic order.1’* Hesiod’s monsters take on a range of shapes and cosmic roles, according
to their relationship with the Olympian gods — and with Zeus in particular. Although Hesiod’s

poetic project deals more specifically with the generation of monsters than with the relationships

168 Nietzsche (2003) 69.

189 For an overview of the major arguments and bibliography concerning the comparative dating of Homer and
Hesiod, see Rosen (1997). For a more recent discussion of these issues and comparisons of the literary style of
Homer and Hesiod, see Cassio (2009).

170 Nagy (1979).

111 See Chapter 1, 68-72 for a discussion of the Hecatoncheires as facilitators and 61-67 for discussion of Typhon as
a threat to the cosmos.
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between heroes and monsters, the Theogony and the Works and Days provide a series of monster-
hero pairings in brief overview."?

The monster takes on a more anthropomorphic shape in the Odyssey. This is because the
poem centres around the sufferings and wiles of a human being who travels within both human
and nonhuman networks. As Clay and Graziosi and Haubold have noted, the cosmic state
represented in the Homeric epics is more evolved than that of much of the Theogonic material.*’
As a result of the discrepancies in the cosmic historical moments represented in the Odyssey and
the Theogony, the Odyssean monster itself assumes a less primordial and more anthropomorphic
aspect.1’* Because of the Odyssey’s emphasis on mortal concerns, and because of the monsters’
heightened anthropomorphism, Odysseus and his monsters engage in more thorough vocal
exchanges than those found in Hesiod.'”® This results in a more sophisticated level of
communication between human and nonhuman.

Like Hesiod’s monsters, the monsters in the Odyssey reside in a narrative cluster.’® This

serves to indicate a loose taxonomy of the monster in the Greek imagination. As discussed in the

172 Hesiod’s Theogony includes Perseus’ slaughter of Medusa (280-283), Bellerophon’s of the Chimaera (with the
help of Pegasus, 219-325), and Heracles’ slaughter of Geryon (287-294 and 979-983), the Hydra (313-318), and the
Nemean lion (326-332). The Works and Days 156-173 describes the heroic age of men — the age just preceding the
narrator’s own — who are described as demi-gods and who were destroyed by war rather than through encounters
with monsters. In particular, the narrator names the family of Oedipus (161-163) and the heroes of the Trojan War
(164-165). Hesiod’s Catalogue of Women fr. 25 M-W tells of Deianeira’s slaughter of Heracles and his subsequent
apotheosis, and fr. 33a.13ff. M-W tells of Periclymenus the shapeshifter who opposed Heracles. Catalogue of
Women fr. 204.87-93 M-W also mentions the relationship between Chiron and Achilles, and Chiron again appears in
fr. 103.1-10 M-W.

173 Clay (2003); Graziosi and Haubold (2005). Cf. Segal (1992), who suggests that the Odyssey’s characterisation of
Poseidon seems to invoke a primordial cosmos, prior to the reign of Zeus.

174 The physiognomic and ontological makeup of monsters therefore reflect literary concerns differently in different
contexts. Scylla and Charybdis (Od. 12.201-259) are the exceptions that prove the rule in the Odyssey, since they
physically differ so much from the other monsters featured in the Odyssey. Scholars have noted Scylla’s Hesiodic
traits (West [1966] ad 270-336 and Hopman [2012] 31-34), which suggests that she seems to belong to a different
textual universe than that of the Odyssey.

175 The most thoroughly sonic monstrous encounter in the Theogony takes place between two nonhuman agents,
Zeus and Typhon; and although both entities emit enormous sounds, the poem presents their respective soundscapes
sequentially (Typhon, then Zeus) rather than discursively or dialogically.

176 Cf. Heubeck et al. (1988) 4-11 with bibliography. See also Most (1989).
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Introduction, the Greek literary and philosophical traditions lack a clear-cut definition for the
figure of the monster.}”” And yet, although some of the figures that emerge in these monstrous
‘clusters’ would not meet the definitions of ‘monster” in the English language,®’® this narratorial
organisation of monsters in Hesiod and Homer indicates an understanding of some monstrous
commonality among the nonhuman, extra-Olympian hybrids addressed in the texts, if not a
taxonomy or a definition. Hesiod’s narrator also groups the monstrous generations together, in
Theog. 139-153 (the monstrous children of Gaia), Theog. 183-187 (more monstrous children of
Earth), Theog. 270-336 (the children of Ceto and Phorcys — who are themselves children of Gaia).
Homer’s narrator, on the other hand, groups monsters, cannibals, and antagonistic races of humans
together in a geographical oceanic zone, as well as a narratorial bundle. The Odyssey’s narrator
lends the stage to Odysseus, who recounts his monstrous encounters in direct discourse to the
Phaeacians in Books 9-12 of the Odyssey.*"

As | argue elsewhere in this thesis, the hero’s ability to defeat or at least survive the monster
can be anticipated partially by means of the sounds generated by that monster. The more the
monster’s voice resembles human speech in semiotic, linguistic, and sonic qualities, the more
manageable that monster becomes. | also argue that Odysseus learns, through a variety of

mechanisms, to mimic the monster’s mode of violence and malevolence in order to avoid his own

17 Introduction, 23-31.

178 In the Odyssey, for example, the Cicones and Lotus-Eaters — although violent, dangerous, and strange — give no
indication of being particularly monstrous in terms of physiognomy, behaviour, or voice. Similarly, the shades
Odysseus meets in Book 11 are not in themselves described as monstrous. See Felton (1999) on the figure of the
ghost in Greek and Roman antiquity. In Hesiod’s Theogony, Earth gives birth to a whole group of monstrous
children, but in the same generation as the Erinyes and the Giants (Theog. 183-186), she also gives birth to the
Melian Nymphs (Theog. 187), who are given no monstrous features or traits. It is not their status as nymphs that
precludes them from monstrosity, however (cf. Echidna [Theog. 305], but the fact that they are not ever described in
terms of monstrosity, malevolence, or deformity. All of the progeny of Ceto and Phorcys are explicitly monstrous,
with the possible exception of Chrysaor: Chrysaor’s physiognomy is given no description, but we are told that he is
the father of Geryon (Th. 287-288).

179 Most (1989) offers a useful overview of discussions of the patterning and structure of these books.
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destruction. In other words, Odysseus’ encounters with monsters in Books 9-12 all feature the
hero’s adoption of the properties and qualities of the monster’s behaviour. Where possible,
Odysseus translates the monster’s mode of malevolence into his own responsive violence.
Throughout Odysseus’ encounters with Polyphemus, the Sirens, and Scylla, instances of the hero
behaving like the monster occur on the levels of both behaviour and voice. This is not to cast a
moral judgment on Odysseus’ behaviour: to behave like a particular monster is not necessarily to
behave monstrously. Instead, | argue throughout this chapter that Odysseus mimics particular
behaviours exhibited by the monsters he encounters, and uses this mimicry as a means to defeat
the monster.

Because the Odyssey delivers the narration of its monstrous episodes through the voice of
the hero, a complex dynamic emerges surrounding the monster’s voice. All of the monstrous
voices in the Odyssey are filtered through and mediated by the voice of the hero who fights those
very monsters, without any living witnesses to corroborate Odysseus’ account.'® Indeed, the tales
of monsters are related not by a distant narrator who receives his knowledge from the Muses. 8!
These accounts come from a hero whose precarious engagement with the monsters is first-hand.
Furthermore, the descriptions of the monstrous encounters come from a hero whose geographical
and social circumstances place him in the role of bard and entertainer to his Phaeacian hosts. His

life hangs in the balance during the monstrous encounters, and in some ways his survival also

180 On the view that the references to the Muses guarantee the truthfulness of the primary narrator, see Résler (1980)
and Ford (1992); for the possibility that narrative truth is destabilised by the figure of Odysseus, see Bowie (1993)
and Pratt (1993). Andersen (1990) discusses the fact that a general presumption of narrative truthfulness does not
offer a guarantee all characters relate and understand the past in completely consistent ways. For a discussion of
these arguments in dialogue, and of the history of the idea that Odysseus’ apologos is a lying tale see De Jong
(1992) and (1997).

181 Theog. 22-34. On the relationship between Homer’s narrator and the muses, see Ford (1992) 57-89, de Jong
(1987) 45-53 and (1997) 306-308, and Finkelberg (1990).
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depends on the charity and xenia of his audience, the Phaeacians.'® These circumstances of the
plot and narratology also result in the fact that the monsters’ voices are narrated from within — by
a human character internal to the plot — rather than an uninvolved poetic voice. Therefore the sonic
access to the monsters exists at a remove, rather than coming through the poet by means of the
Muses. The soundscape has been experienced immediately by the character who narrates and, on
some level, enacts it, when he delivers the monsters’ voices in direct speech in his account to the
Phaeacians.

As a result of Odysseus’ own relationship with the monsters and the circumstances of his
storytelling, the Odyssey provides a strange mixture of inaccessibility (who can verify Odysseus’
story?) and immediate access to the monster and its soundscape (Odysseus has witnessed these
monsters himself). Indeed, the deeper encounter between hero and monster that we find in Homeric
epic is a feature that distinguishes it from Hesiod’s depictions of heroes and monsters.'® The
Odyssey also more vividly renders the monster’s impact — phenomenological, violent, and
otherwise — on its heroic opponent. But although they may be narratorially contained in Odysseus’
first-person apologoi, monsters — in the Greek imagination and beyond — typically find means to
defy their prescribed boundaries.

Scholars have long debated the effects generated by placing the monstrous encounters in
the mouth of Odysseus, the hero. Some critics have argued that this narrative strategy locates the
epic’s monsters in a strange, fantastical realm; this verbally separates the monsters from the more

stable Olympian cosmos represented in the larger narrative of the Odyssey.'8* Indeed, locating the

182 See McConnell (2013) 23 on Odysseus’ strategic storytelling to the Phaeacians. See also Most (1989) 19 and
Segal (1962); on the liminal status of the Phaeacians as between gods and men, see Ford (1992) 125 and Segal
(1962) 26.

183 See Rutherford (1992) 71 on these adventures as a “foil” to the ‘lies’ in Book 14.

184 See Reinhardt (1996) 73-74 who argues that some adventures require telling in the first-person narrative more
than others do. Cf. Richardson (1996) 396, who argues that fact and fiction cannot be fully distinguished in Books 9-
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monsters in distant geographies surrounded by manipulative goddesses (Circe and Calypso),*®
monstrous races (Laestrygonians), and otherwise hostile peoples (Cicones) places them at a
distinct remove from the challenges faced in the worlds of Troy, Sparta, and Ithaca. But although
they may be narratorially contained, monsters, in the Greek imagination and beyond, typically find
means to defy their prescribed boundaries. In the Odyssey, | argue that this takes the form of a kind
of existential transfusion between hero and monster, through the processes of both identification
and imitation that Odysseus undergoes in his encounters with the monsters.

For the purposes of this chapter, the vocal ventriloquism that results from Odysseus’
narration of the monstrous encounters becomes a source of particular interest. What readers and
audiences receive, albeit in different performative registers, is the voice of the monster allegedly
quoted, but necessarily imitated, by the voice of the hero.®® Throughout this chapter, | argue that
Odysseus’ brand of heroism revolves around a cunning imitation of the monster in order to ensure
heroic success and survival. This imitation of the monster occurs also on the level of the voice.
Because the text of the Odyssey stages a vocal mingling of monster and hero, it becomes apparent
that the monsters are never fully contained. So although Homer’s narrative places the monsters in
traditional monstrous geographies — out at sea, in eerie meadows, in caves'®” —and similarly places
them all in the narrative voice of Odysseus and in the past,'% Odysseus’ stories of monstrous
encounters reveal that the boundaries between the hero and the monster become unstable upon

examination.

12, unless details from the surrounding books confirm elements of the stories. Cf. Griffin (1980) 48-49 and (2004)
68-71, Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) 3-11, Parry (1994), Peradotto (1990) 92-93.

185 Odysseus’ encounter with Calypso is narrated in Book 5 of the Odyssey, so | refer here to geographical
placement.

186 See De Jong (1997) 317-319 for a discussion of the scholarship (Austin [1975], Griffin [1986], Shive [1987], and
Friedrich and Redfield [1978]) dealing with the differences in diction and focalisation between character speech (i.e.
Odysseus’) and the primary narrator.

187 polyphemus (Od. 9.216-223); Sirens (Od. 12.38-54); Scylla (Od. 12.59-100); Charybdis (Od. 12.100-110).

188 See Heubeck et al. (1988) 11 on the coherence between the apologoi and the rest of the epic.
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Throughout the epic, Odysseus and his monsters each exhibit superhuman ambition,
agency, and power. They therefore engage in the ‘ontological choreography’ 8 that marks them,
in Donna Haraway’s term, as ‘companion species’, since both hero and monsters stand
existentially near to, but distinct from, the realm of the divine.!® Indeed, Odysseus reveals a
consistent impulse to ‘mingle’ with the monster and with nonhuman figures more generally. This
process of mingling occurs on several levels. The first is on the level of strategy, in the sense that
Odysseus simulates the technology of the monster in order to defeat it, and he therefore
appropriates aspects of the monstrous into himself. There is not a complete fusion of identities
between Odysseus and the monsters he faces: the monster does not become the hero and vice versa.
However, the moment of the encounter is typically characterised by a sharing of qualities and
behaviours between Odysseus and the monster he faces.

The second level of mingling is sensory: Odysseus experiences the monster through sound,
sight, touch, taste, and smell, even when such contact can be avoided. The third level is that
Odysseus himself, upon return to Ithaca, bears traces of the monsters he vanquished: he takes on
the supra-human violence of the monster figure in his slaughter of the suitors.'% This is not to say
that he becomes a monster, nor that Odysseus behaves unjustly within the moral fabric of the
Odyssey. Instead | argue that there are echoes between Odysseus’ behaviour upon his return to
Ithaca and that of the monsters he encounters in Books 9-12. These echoes serve to question the

absolute distinction between monsters and heroes. And finally, the fourth level of ‘mingling’

189 Haraway (2003) 8, borrowing the phrase from Charis Thompson. Haraway’s use of this phrase characterises the
relationship between humans and domesticated dogs, and therefore the context in which she employs her terms is
obviously different from Greek mythological context. Still, the concept of two different species that mutually
formulate one another is useful for this argument’s articulation of the discourse between monster and hero.

19 See Clarke (2004) 79-82 on the semi-divinity of Homeric heroes.

191 See ibid., 88 on the justification of Odysseus’ violence against the suitors within the moral economy of the poem.
My claim here deals less with the justice of Odysseus’ slaughter of the suitors, and more with his superhuman,
violent prowess. Cf. Nagler (1996) 161.
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resounds in Odysseus’ voice: in performing his monstrous encounters to the Phaeacians, his voice
mingles with the voices of the monsters he quotes. Throughout this chapter, | elaborate upon these
various levels of ‘mingling.’

This notion of Odysseus’ ‘mingling’ with the monster is underscored by the seduction that
the monster exercises over the hero, both within and beyond the specific context of the Odyssey. %
Indeed, fear is not always part of the equation in Odysseus’ monstrous encounters. On the contrary,
it appears that in the Odyssey the monster exerts a power of attraction over the hero as a result of
its semi-divine sublimity. The monster, like the hero, is beyond the pale. Throughout this chapter,
I argue that Odysseus’ special status as a hero induces in him a kind of yearning to experience the
monster. The fear that Cohen describes — that is ‘really a form of desire’ — does not resonate
universally in hero-monster pairings in the Greek mythic tradition:1% straightforward veneration
would hardly be substantiated by close-readings of the Greek heroes. On the contrary, Odysseus
repeatedly exhibits an impulse to experience the monster through his senses. He willfully chooses
to view both Polyphemus and Scylla (against the advice of his comrades and Circe respectively);
to taste Circean cuisine and Cyclopean cheese; to hear the song of the Sirens.

Throughout these sensory encounters, the Odyssey reveals gradual transformations in the
voices of both the monsters and the hero. Odysseus’ voice possesses peak agency and métis in the
wordplay used to deceive Polyphemus, and then it gradually diminishes in communicability as the
story continues. From the divine language and use of moly enabled by Hermes (Od. 10.281-309),
to the year-long discourse between Odysseus and Circe, to the (failed) body language Odysseus

uses to communicate while his men’s ears are blocked (Od. 12.192-194), and the complete lack of

192 Gilmore (2003) ix argues that there is always a certain extent to which the hero constructs himself through
veneration of the monster, and he articulates a form of attraction between monsters and heroes which also underlies
Odysseus’ relationship to the monsters he encounters. Cf. Cohen (1996) 16-20.

193 See Introduction, 15-17 for discussion of Cohen’s theses.
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language available to Odysseus in his encounter with Scylla and Charybdis (Od. 12.234-259),1%
the efficacy of the heroic voice fades.

In his account to the Phaeacians, Odysseus presents a continuum of monstrous voices that
begins with the discursive and monologic voice of Polyphemus, on the humanoid extreme.
Odysseus then describes the enchanted singing and speaking of Circe,'® then the intoxicating
music of the Sirens; and finally, Odysseus’ account reaches a monstrous crescendo in the
extralinguistic crashes and yelps generated by Scylla and Charybdis. | argue that Odysseus
attempts to mimic and thereby defeat the technology of each individual monster in some way; but
the less humanoid the monster’s voice, the less successful this practice of mimicry becomes. In
this way, the monstrous voice participates in the larger pattern throughout Odysseus’ apologoi:
both the monstrous voice and the adventures more generally migrate from familiarity into

strangeness. 1%

Polyphemus
The first monstrous encounter in the Odyssey — and perhaps the encounter with the most significant
consequences for the plot of the epic — is Odysseus’ interaction with Polyphemus. Although
Polyphemus is located far from civilised human geography, and therefore seems spatially

contained, Polyphemus’ presence courses through the fabric of the Odyssey. In their respective

1% Hopman (2012) 43.

195 The inclusion of Circe here is not an attempt to claim her as a monster, but she is a central figure in Odysseus’
navigation of the monster-filled seas. Her voice in turn facilitates Odysseus’ encounters with other monstrous
voices. She has many associations with monstrosity which | discuss in this chapter. For the intimate connection
between Circe’s song and her magic, see Reinhardt (1996) 96. For the question of her status as a monster and a
witch, see Felton (2013) 119-120 n. 70.

19 Most (1989).

197 Cf. Austin (1983) 3 on the satyric and grotesque buffoonery of the scene and its incommensurability with the
tone of the rest of the Odyssey. The conflict between Polyphemus and Odysseus emerges as early as Book 1 (Od.
1.68-71) and Book 2 (Od. 2.17-20), and also at Od. 10.201, 10.434, 11.100-103, 13.341, 12.211, 20.17, and 23.310.
See Vidal-Naquet (1996) 37 on the narrative contrast between the ‘real’ and ‘mythical’ worlds in the Odyssey. See

83



attempts to harm one another, Odysseus and Polyphemus echo each other’s behaviours and, in the
process, display more resemblances than they do disparities. The resemblances between Odysseus
and Polyphemus appear in Book 9 and throughout the Odyssey: their attempts at trickery, their
extensive acts of violence, their affection for a particular animal, and their shared predicament of
having their homes and stores raided by unwelcome men®® — all of these situate Odysseus and
Polyphemus as metaphysical doppelgangers of one another.
The isolated, Poseidon-born Cyclops?® is mentioned as early as line 68 of Book 1, as a

means of explaining Poseidon’s antipathy toward Odysseus:

aALa I[Tooeldamy younoyog ACKEAES Qg

Korkhomog kexorlmtat, 6v 6OaApod dAAwacEY,

avtifeov IToAveNuov, 60V KpaTog £0TL HEYIGTOV

naoty Kvkhoneoor O@dmwaoa 6 puv téke vopon,

dopruvoc Buyatnp, GAOG ATpLYETOL0 LEGOVTOG,

&v oméoot yhapupoiot [Toceddwvt puyeica.

€k 100 o1 Odvota [Tocedamy évooiybwmv

ob Tt korokteivel, TAGlel 8 amo matpidog aine. (Od. 1. 68-75)

This account of Poseidon’s wrath towards Odysseus, which demonstrates the monster’s centrality

to the drama of the epic, appears within the gods’ discussion regarding the human and divine

also Reinhardt (1996) 69 on the mirror between the ‘realistic’ encounter with Cicones and the “fairy-tale’ encounter
with the Cyclops.

198 Newton (1983) offers a very persuasive account of the Odyssey’s ‘emotional ambivalence’ with regard to the
depiction of the relationship between Odysseus and Polyphemus. He argues that the narrator of the Odyssey
manages to muddle sympathies for Polyphemus with reverence for Odysseus, and vice versa.

199 See Newton (1983) 142 on Odysseus as a ‘metaphorical Cyclops’ in Book 17 of the Odyssey and Segal (1992)
506 on how Odysseus’ hatred and anger on Polyphemus’ island causes him to temporarily resemble the Cyclops. Cf.
Baldick (1990) 50 on Dr. Frankenstein and his monster as doppelgangers.

200 Cf. Mondi (1983) 28 on the problems of Polyphemus’ parentage: ‘The question of how, if at all, Polyphemus is
supposed to be related to the other Cyclopes within the context of the Odyssey — and whether they also are to be
thought of as the sons of Poseidon-is a question which apparently did not enter the poet's head, and consequently has
no answer. It is Euripides (Cyc. 20) who first extends the paternity of Poseidon explicitly to all the Cyclopes.” Segal
(1992) 497 notes that Poseidon may be the father of Polyphemus but not necessarily all Cyclopes, and this parentage
places Poseidon within ‘an older world order.” See Graziosi and Haubold (2003) for the problem of masculine
isolation and the social implications of heroic animality throughout Homeric epic.
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complicity in the suffering of mortals.?®* As early as Book 1, and in this discussion concerning the
agency of humans with regard their own fates, it becomes clear from Odysseus’ and Polyphemus’
descriptions as antitheos (avtifém Odvatii, Od. 1.21; avtibeov [ToAdenuov, Od. 1.70) that monsters
can share formulaic qualities with both gods and heroes.?

This description amplifies the ambiguity of the gods’ discussion about mortal agency by
aligning the monster and the hero in the same adjectival category. Though the adjective avtifeog
is not uncommon in epic,?% it is significant that the hero and his monstrous enemy already share a
verbal description from the Odyssey’s very beginning. These opposing figures thereby occupy the
same referential ‘index.”2%* The linguistic landscape prepares the audience’s ears for echoes between
the monster and hero and imbues them both with a strain of semi-divinity.?% Again, Odysseus is
described as godlike (Odvotjog... Oeioto, 1.65) by Zeus himself. Far before the epic delivers the
account of Odysseus’ arrival at Polyphemus’ cave, the audience is prepared to meet two figures
that occupy a shared metaphysical space that lies beyond typical mortality.

Book 9, where the actual encounter between Odysseus and Polyphemus takes place, is
narrated by Odysseus to his Phaeacian hosts. The Phaeacians function as a Cyclopean foil on the
issue of hospitality toward strangers: 2% where Nausicaa and Alcinous warmly and lavishly welcome

Odysseus into their home, Polyphemus does the opposite, acting viciously and aggressively toward

201 On the presence (and suppression) of Polyphemus in the beginning of the Odyssey, see Strauss Clay (1976) 317
and passim. Cf. Brown (1996) 8. On the resonance of the Polyphemus episode throughout the epic, see Reinhardt
(1996) 83.

202 Cf. Goldhill (1991) 7 n.12 on how Polyphemus and Athena treat Odysseus in similar ways (as a foolish child)
and also both unearth his linguistic metis. See Clare (1998) for discussion of Odysseus’ frequent reminiscences of
his encounter with Polyphemus.

203 On the frequency of epithets that denote likeness to the gods, see Griffin (1980) 82.

204 Foley (1999) 18. See Clare (1998) for a discussion of Zeus’ characterisation of both monster and hero as
‘commensurate’, in that they are both distinguished from their peers for their superiority (for Odysseus, his
cleverness, and for Polyphemus, his strength).

205 gee Griffin (1980) 81-102 on the varied inflections and effects of divine epithets attached to heroes.

206 Most (1989) 25: “The explanation for the arrangement of Odysseus' adventures is obvious: they confront him
with the two extreme versions of bad hospitality, exaggerated to nightmarish proportions and repeated with
hallucinatory obsessiveness.’

85



the hero and his crew (Od. 9.187-542). In Odysseus’ account of his meeting with Polyphemus (and
also in his other descriptions of monstrous encounters), Odysseus reveals himself to be a very careful
and strategic storyteller.?%” After mentioning Calypso, Circe, and the Lotus-Eaters, Odysseus
describes his arrival at the land of the Cyclopes: 2%

"EvOsv 8¢ mpotépm TALOpEY dcayiILEVOL TTOp.
Kvkhonwv 8° £¢ yoioav vreppidiwmy dspictmv
ikoped’, of pa Beoiot memoBdteg dBavaToloY
0UTE PLTELOLGLV XEPGLV PVTOV OVT APOMGLY,
GALG TG Y GomapTa Kol GvipoTo TvTo GOLOVTOL,
mopoi Kol kpBai N dumelot, ai te pépovoty
otvov éptotépulov, Kai ey Adg dufpog dééet.
Toioy 8° oUT” dyopai PovAngodpot ovte OEUIOTES,
AL ol Yy’ DynAdv dpémv vaiovst Kapnva

&V o001 YAOPLPOToL, Depiotevel 8¢ £K0GTOG
Toid@v O° AAOY®V, 008 dAMAMA®v dAéyovot. (Od. 9.105-115)

Odysseus characterises the Cyclopes as an a-civilised group of giants lacking in governmental,
economic, religious, or social structures.?®® Further isolated from the Cyclopes is Polyphemus, who
lives alone.?!® Odysseus describes him as both a monster and a man:

&vBa & avnp éviowe TeEl®pPLog, ¢ Pa e PiAa

010¢ oaiveskey dmdmpodey: 00SE pet’ dAlovg

TOAETT, AL dmbvevbev €av abspiotio oM.

Kol yap Oadp’ ETETUKTO TEADPLOV, 0VOE EDKEL

avopl ye crto@aym, GALG Pie VAEVTL

VYNAGV Opéwv, & te paivetar olov dn” dAkwv. (Od. 9.187-92)

207 See Clare (1998) for Odysseus’ version of events as compared with other interpretations enabled by the Odyssey.
208 See Reinhardt (1996) 78 on Odysseus’ colonialist description of the Cyclopes’ land and Dougherty (2001) 129, n.
28 on Book 9 as a “‘mini-colonial book.” See also Clare (1998) 7 on the depiction of the Cyclopes as a strategic
‘exercise in self-justification.’

209 Mondi (1983) 25 notes that the Cyclopes are strategically described to generate contrast with the characteristics
of the Phaeacians; see ibid., 27-28. See also Butterworth (1987) and Brown (1996) 19. Cf. Segal (1992) 495-97 on
the primordial primitivism associated with the Cyclopes. Cf. Vidal-Naquet (1996) 42 on the Iliad’s familiarity with
the “‘good Cyclopes, the abioi.” On the plurality of postcolonial responses to the Odyssey, see McConnell (2013);
and for Polyphemus specifically, see ibid., 6-16. For the argument against the conflation of Polyphemus with nature
and Odysseus with culture, see Austin (1975) 156, Brown (1996) 18 and O'Sullivan (1990) 7-17. Cf. Reinhardt
(1996) 82 who describes the encounter as ‘a battle between civilisation teamed up with intelligence, and barbarity
allied with raw strength.” Cf. also De Jong (1992) 2, who attributes this binary to Odysseus’ subjective style of
narration. Austin (1983) 20 argues, however, that the Cyclopes ‘give no evidence of being bestial’, and that they “are
close to being noble savages, whereas Polyphemus is just savage. See also Vidal-Naquet (1996) 41 on the
similarities between the Cyclopes’ land and Hesiod’s golden age.

210 See Austin (1983) 19 on the mitosis of Polyphemus and the Cyclopes as compared with Silenus and satyrs.
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Both the diction and the structure of the phrases emphasise the vastness of this creature: avnp...
nehmprog encircle the verb and lie at the centre of line 187, and Bady’... meddpiov gives the same
verbal arrangement in line 190.2!! These expressions stretch the Cyclops linguistically across his
verbal actions of éviave (denoting living or sleeping among) and ététvkto (being created, made, or
wrought), but these words also convey the fact that he is both a man, avnp, and a marvel, Oadpa,
emphasised by the visual comparison to a mountain (6AA& picy VAReVTL | DymAdv dpéav).?L?

Although Odysseus omits any mention of Polyphemus’ monopthalmic visage,?® the
magnitude and wonder that characterises his description of Polyphemus’ isle bolsters the Cyclops’
particular brand of nonhumanity. Furthermore, the emphasis on Polyphemus as a thauma anticipates
the visual dimension which characterises the climax of this episode. Odysseus has already
established vision as a central theme for this encounter, when he says that his crew could not see
anything upon arrival at the Cyclops’ land, so they must have been guided by a god.?** Odysseus’
visual appetite to see the monster, and to see if the yet-unknown Polyphemus will offer guest-gifts
to their crew, emerges from an active impulse to experience the monster, or witness him through
a range of senses.?!®> When Odysseus’ comrades urge him to take the food from the Cyclops and
then immediately run, Odysseus’ curiosity get the better of him:

GAL &y o0 MBSV, 7 T Ay TOAD KEPSIOV NV,

O6pp’ avtoév Te dorut, kai € pot Egiviar doin.
ovd” ap’ EpeAl’ Etdiporot paveig Epatevog Eoecbat. (Od. 9.228-30)

211 See Neils (1995) on iconographic representations of the Cyclops (and the other monsters of Od. 9-12).

212 Cf. Clare (1998) 11, who argues that the emphasis is on Polyphemus’ difference in behaviour rather than in
appearance. It is true that his single eye is left without comment, but Odysseus certainly emphasises the visual
impact of Polyphemus.

213 Mondi (1983); Heubeck and Hoesktra (1989) ad 9.106-115; West (1988) ad 1.69.

214 0d. 9.142-143.

215 See Reinhardt (1996) 79-80 for the reading that this episode is the encounter in which Odysseus finds himself
most strongly attracted to danger and for the argument that this active desire to experience danger diminishes by the
time he meets Circe. See also Finley (1978) 100, who links Odysseus’ curiosity about the monster to his
acquisitiveness.
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This moment anticipates elements of Odysseus’ encounter with the Sirens and with Scylla in Book
12, where Odysseus’ auditory curiosity leads him to hear the deadly Sirens’ song.?%® Similarly, his
eagerness to assert his heroism leads him to stand on the foredeck of the ship to look out for Scylla,
against Circe’s advice.?” Odysseus’ encounters with monsters are not always necessary: on the
contrary, the hero demonstrates that he wishes to encounter the monster and experience its
phenomenological impact, even when contact can be avoided. Part of his heroism, and part of what
sets him apart from other mortals, is his intent desire to mingle with the monster and experience it
through his senses.?*®

At the start of the encounter between the hero and the Cyclops, Polyphemus speaks first,
asking Odysseus and his companions to identify themselves. Odysseus appeals to Polyphemus on
the grounds of Zeus’ laws of hospitality. The Cyclops scoffs at Odysseus’ appeal, claiming that the
Cyclopes do not worship the gods, and that they are in fact superior to the gods.?*® It is significant
how different the Cyclops appears from Odysseus at this moment, since the hero’s epic course is
quite often dictated, guided, and informed by the will of the gods.??° Yet, even when Odysseus and
Polyphemus seem most different from one another in this regard, their likeness emerges.
Polyphemus leads the gambit by trying to trick Odysseus into revealing where his ship is.

Polyphemus thus plays Odysseus’ favourite game of cleverness and deception in an unsuccessful

216 Od. 12.153-200.

217 On the problems of Odysseus’ ‘forgetting’ Circe’s advice, see Hopman (2012) 43; Reinhardt (1996) 74-75;
Heubeck ad Od. 12.226-235. Perhaps a lingering effect of the Sirens’ song, which temporarily causes Odysseus to
forget his nostos, is responsible for this moment of amnesia? On Odysseus’ failed heroism in this moment, see Segal
(1983) 27.

218 See Austin (1983) 14-16 on how the Cyclops episode stands out from Odysseus’ other encounters by virtue of its
lack of necessity. See also Graham (1995) 11. Cf. Brown (1996) 23-25 on Odysseus’ interest in interacting with the
Cyclops and acquiring gifts from him not as a ‘a failing, but a reflection of the preoccupations of the aristocratic
class to which he belongs.’

219 0d. 9.275-276.

220 See Glenn (1972) for bibliography and discussion on the description of the Cyclopes as trusting in the gods at
0d.9.107 in the context of the later impiety from Polyphemus.
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attempt at métis. When Polyphemus’ trick fails to deceive Odysseus, the Cyclops resorts to his
monstrous size, appetite, and ferocity to display dominance over the hero. The verbal trick fails the
monster, so Polyphemus communicates through violence, and thereby demonstrates his ability to
reduce men to helpless puppies:

Qg gpaunv, 6 o 1 ovdev dpeifeto VALl Bopud,

AL 6y avaiCag etaporc £mi xeipag oA,

oLV 0€ SV UAPYOG (G TE CKLANKOS TOTL Yaun

KOTT " €K & €yKEPOAOG YOUAOLG Pée, deDe OE yoiav.

TOVG O€ 010 LEAETOTL TOUMY OTAIGGATO SOPTOV

fo0ie & B¢ 1€ Aé®V OPEGITPOPOS, 0VO” ATEAEITEY,

£YKOTA T€ 0APKaG TE KOl OGTEN LVELOEVTOL.

NUELS 8¢ Khaiovteg aveoyébouev Al yelpog,

oxétho Epy’ 0pOmVTES, aunyavin 6 &xe Boudv.

avtap €nel KokAoy peydiny Euminoato vinovv

avopouea kpg” EdmV Kol En” AkpnTOoV YOAO TIVDV,

Ker’ £vtooB’ Gvipolo tavvooauevog oo pniwv. (Od. 9.287-298)
Instead of speaking, Polyphemus here uses his bodily gesture of eating Odysseus’ comrades in order
to communicate his power, as well as their own precarious status as humans. Polyphemus’s gesture
indicates that humans can easily be demoted to (or exposed as) animals —and worse, to mere puppies

— in the face of his monstrous might.?2!

This scene reveals that the monster is not only a threat to the lives of individual human
victims: the monster is something that can call into question the specialness of humanity and
potentially subvert it into something else. At this moment, helplessness pervades the human spirit.
Polyphemus’ own existential blending of categories of monster, human, and animal becomes
materialised in the abject secretions of the Cyclops, as he later drunkenly vomits a solution that

contains, in equal parts, wine, human, and his own monstrous bile:

““H xai dvaxAvOgic méoev Hrtiog, adtap Emetto
KEW Amodoyudoag oLV avyéva, Kad O€ pv VIvog
TiPEL TOVOAUATOP” EAPVYOS & E££GGVTO O1VOC

221 See Vidal-Naquet (1996) 34 on how diké separates men from animals in Homer.
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youoi T avopdueor 0 & €pedyeto oivoPapeiov. (Od. 9.371-374)
Odysseus, however, is too clever and heroic to let himself become a puppy. Instead of allowing the
monster to reduce him to animal status, Odysseus behaves in some ways like the monster, using

technological thinking in order to turn Polyphemus’ own mechanisms of violence against him:

10¢ 0€ pot kotd Bvuov apiotn eoaiveto fovAn.
Korkhomog yop Exetto péya pOTorlov mapd onKd,
YAopOV EAdiveov: TO pev Ektapev, dppa popoin
avavOEy. TO PEV Aupeg EloKopEY EIG0POMVTEG
0ccov 0’ 16TOV VNOG E€1KOGOPO10 LEAOTVIG,
QopTidog evpeing, 1 T €kmepdia péya Aottuor
10660V €NV UNKOG, TOGGOV TTAY0G Eicopdacar.
oD pEV 660V T Opyviay EYmV ATEKOYN TOPUGTOS
Kol Tap€dny” €tapoioty, amo&bvorl & EkéAevoa
01 &" OpaAOV Toincav: £ym &° €00mMGA TOPAGTAS
dxpov, dpap 8¢ Aapov Ervpdarteov &v mupi knAéw. (Od. 9.318-328)

Odysseus thus transforms the monster’s weapon into the hero’s weapon. In this act, he demonstrates,
firstly, how heroes are different from ordinary mortals: they do not allow themselves to become
reduced to animals, but instead augment their humanity with traces of monstrosity. Secondly,
Odysseus’ use of Polyphemus’ weapon reveals how unstable the borders are between monster and
hero.??? Thus far the monster and the hero have both attempted to use the same rhetorical weapon of
trickery and now the same physical weapon of the club, albeit in different forms. The parallelism is
all the time enforced by the emphasis on sight and lack of sight for both the monster and the hero

throughout this entire encounter.??®

222 Hutchinson (2007) 24 points out that there must be some existential resemblance between the hero and the
monster in order to give the violation of hospitality a vivid effect. Cf. Heubeck and Hoesktra (1989) ad Od. 9.106-
115, who argue that Polyphemus is in fact ‘more beast than man.’

223 Odysseus tells the Phaeacians that a god must have guided his crew to the shore, because the dark and murky sky
blocked their vision from landing their ship on the shore of their own doing, 9.142-148); the blinding of Polyphemus
(9.394-402); Polyphemus’ inability to detect Odysseus, hiding beneath the ram to whom he speaks (9.447-460). See
Reinhardt (1996) 77 on the landscape in this arrival scene. See De Jong (1992) 6, on the discourse of folly and
blindness ad 9.44 and passim. Cf. Hutchinson (2007) 28 on the motif of sight in Theoc. Id. 11.
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The irony does not stop at the appropriation of the Cyclops’ club: Odysseus transforms the
error in Polyphemus’ voice into a weapon against him, too, when Polyphemus calls out to the other
Cyclopes for help.??* The monster has been tricked by the hero, who claims his name is ‘Outis’
(‘Nobody’)?® — and when Polyphemus cries out for help, he mistakenly identifies Odysseus as
‘Outis.” This results in his inability to communicate his plight to the other Cyclopes, despite his
use of language and their seeming willingness to help.??® As Bergren notes, ‘It is the speech of
Polyphemus that turns against Polyphemus.’??” This antisocial insularity of Polyphemus, which
initially makes him so monstrous, becomes a weapon used against him. It is furthermore

unwittingly articulated by the response of the other Cyclopes, shouting from outside the cave:

“gi pév o N i oe Préleton olov &dvra,

voboov ¥’ ol Tmg 6Tt A10g peydAov dAéactat,

aAAd o0 v edyeo motpi [Moocewdwvi dvakrtt.” (Od. 9.410-412)
Thus the hero uses Polyphemus’ own monstrous traits — brutal violence, his club, the error of
‘Outis’ in his booming voice, his isolation — against him in order to defeat him. But as much as the
hero imitates the monster, the monster too engages in the practice of mimicry of his opponent,
both behaviourally and existentially. 2?8

It has been widely argued that Polyphemus takes on an anthropomorphic disposition when
Odysseus overhears him speaking to his favourite ram. Scholars have indicated that Polyphemus’

monologue induces in the reader a certain kind of sympathy for the monster,?%® a sympathy which

is often complicated by the Cyclops’ impulse toward violence:

224 0d. 9.398-402. See Silk (2004) 33 on wordplay in the Odyssey and Athena’s own role as ‘poetic—creative
exemplar.’

225 See Goldhill (1991) 24-36 on Odysseus’ verbal disguises throughout the Odyssey, and 25 n. 45 for bibliography
on the epic’s use of names. See also Bergren (1983) 45-54 on the narratology and anachronies in this encounter.
226 Bergren (1983) 47-48 notes that Odysseus’ defeat of the Cyclops depends primarily on the hero’s ability to turn
‘logos into dolos.’

227 Bergren (1983) 48.

228 Segal (1992) 506 describes their ‘resemblances’ when afflicted by anger in particular.

229 Hutchinson (2007) n.1 gives bibliography on the structure and effect of Polyphemus’ speech.
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‘Kpig mémov, ti pot dde 10 6méog £66V0 PRIV
¥o10T0G; 0 TL TAPOC Y€ AEAEIUUEVOG EPYEAL 01DV,
OALQ TOAD TTPMTOG VEUENL TEPEV BvOEN TTOTNG
nokpd Pac, TpATOC O& POUC TOTUUDY APIKAVELS,
TPMTOG 0& oTafUOVOE AMAaicon dmovéestan
EomEPLOCT VOV ODTE TOVOGTOTOG. T GO GVAKTOC
O0POOALOV TOOEELS, TOV AVIP KAKOG EEQAAMOE

oLV AVYpOIc £T0POIGL, SAUACTAIEVOS PPEVA 0TV,
Ovic, OV 0D D PN TEQUYUEVOV Eppey SAeBpov.
€1 01 OLOPPOVEDLS TTOTIPMVNELS TE YEVOLO

elmelv Ommn Kevog LoV pévog NAookaler

0 K€ 0l £YKEPOAOG Ve Ol 6TEOG BAAALOLG BAAT
Oevopévou paiolto mpog 0VOETL, KAd 0€ K™ ELOV KTip
AoENGELE KOK®V, T pot 00Tdavog mopev Ovtic.” (Od. 9.447-460)

Polyphemus wishes his favourite animal could talk and therefore yearns for a kind of society with
the animals. This in turn calls into question the nature of the repeated emphasis on Polyphemus’
social isolation — a solitude to which Outis, nobody, becomes a haunting refrain. Gregory
Hutchinson suggests that the primary means by which a sense of sympathy for the monster is
developed in this episode occurs through this monologue and its narratological complexity.
Polyphemus’ speech indeed offers rare access to the monstrous voice. The Cyclops’
monologue exists as one of the only ‘overheard’” monstrous voices in Homer,?3° and also the only
speech-making done by a monster which is directed to someone who is not a hero, and not
delivered in an antagonistic rhetoric. As Odysseus presents it, Polyphemus’ monologue delivers
the monster’s voice in its natural state, offering a complex simultaneity of sympathy and ridicule

toward the monster.?3! Of course, this rare instance of monstrous voice is mediated by Odysseus’

230 Cf. Circe, a nonhuman, overheard singing sweetly in her palace, Od. 10.221. Reinhardt (1996) 96 explores the
question of for whom the solitary Calypso sings, and also argues that ‘[t]he song of Circe cannot be separated from
her magic.’

231 |n the literary tradition of the Gothic novel, Baldick (1990) 45 characterises the endowment of an articulate voice
to Frankenstein’s monster as ‘Mary Shelley’s most important subversion of the category of monstrosity” and argues
that the monster’s “visibility means nothing and his eloquence means everything for his identity.” Homer depicts
monsters whose voices — whether eloquent or not — are central aspects in the characterisation of the monster and its
level of subjectivity. Indeed, Baldick is correct that the “traditional idea of the monstrous was strongly associated
with visual display’ and that monsters ‘were to be seen and not heard’, but this tradition breaks from Homer, whose
monsters are consistently sonically expressive.
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ventriloquism of the monster. Through the monologue here as well as in the other monstrous
encounters, Odysseus takes on a Cyclopean likeness, as he performs Polyphemus’ voice and
identity in a monstrous first person discourse for his Phaeacian audience. Hutchinson describes
this as a moment that generates condescending sympathy for the Cyclops on the part of Odysseus’
audience:

His feeling for the ram displays more sensibility than we expected—almost the sensibility

of the primary narrator in a simile... Precisely the actual absence of anyone to feel sorry

for the Cyclops creates pity in the primary listener. The solitude of the Cyclops is
contrasted, by the speech and its situation, with Odysseus’ teamwork: the feeble man has

blinded him aov Avypoic étdpoior (454).%32
The sympathy is never uncomplicated, for the monologue emerges out of an impulse for an animal
interlocutor, and at the same time, out of an impulse toward violence and revenge.

This dual endowment of pathos and violence makes Polyphemus a particularly resonant
double of Odysseus, and also makes him a monster with an unusually complex interiority. He
displays a high degree of general malice toward humankind — based either on a disregard for divine
order and law, or on an understandable rage upon finding his home and food stores pillaged by
strangers. Polyphemus communicates this rage vividly in the gruesome manner in which he attacks
and eats Odysseus’ men.?*® The Cyclops’ malevolence is slightly tempered by the fact that the
narrative broadcasts the voice of the monster and therefore allows an ambiguous level of sympathy.

His monstrosity is also complicated by the parallelism between Polyphemus’ experience in Book

9 and Odysseus’ own return to Ithaca in Book 22.2%* Just as Odysseus reacts with extreme violence

232 Hutchinson (2007) 24. Hutchinson complicates the sympathy by suggesting that Polyphemus generates a ‘sad
illusion’ of mutual understanding between himself and the ram. Cf. Pelliccia (1995) 103, who relates this speech to
broader issues of animal consciousness and ‘awareness of language-incompetence as a defining characteristic of
animals.’

233 0d. 9.287-295.

234 Newton (1983) 141 addresses the question of why Homer enlists sympathy for the monster, and also compares
Odysseus’ relationship with Argus to Polyphemus’ relationship with the favourite ram. See McConnell (2013) 26;
Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) 11; and Brown (1996) 29 on the similarities between the fate of Odysseus’ men
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upon finding his home invaded by feasting suitors, so too does Polyphemus.

The degree of humanity in Polyphemus is complemented by the degree of monstrosity in
Odysseus. Odysseus, clinging to the body of Polyphemus’ ram as he makes his escape from the
cave, temporarily takes on monstrous form, moving as a half-ram, half-man hybrid. This image
again reinforces the hero’s teamwork in contrast to Polyphemus’ solitude: Odysseus collaborates
with the animals with which Polyphemus imagines a camaraderie. This in turn emphasises
Polyphemus’ isolation from the very animal to which he speaks. Furthermore, in attaching himself
to the body of the ram, Odysseus temporarily takes on a hybrid body and thereby behaves like a
‘monster in drag’ in order to circumvent the monster. It is perhaps due to this hyper-iteration of
monstrosity, both on the part of the Cyclops and the hero Odysseus himself, that the entire episode
takes on its monstrous magnitude, occupying the largest number of lines (9.105-566) of any
monstrous encounter in the apologoi. The vastness of the Cyclops, his club, and his violence are
all matched in the brutality of Odysseus as well as the soundscape, as Norman Austin writes:

Even sounds are monstrous: the clatter of the giant’s firewood on the floor of the cave; the

giant’s bellowing; the cave and mountain bellowing in echo of the giant’s pain; the

screaming of the heated wood plunged into the aqueous humors of the giant’s eye.?®
Indeed, Odysseus’ account of the blinding of the Cyclops includes an extreme level of detail and
amplification. He specifies that the very roots, piot, of Polyphemus’ eye crackle from the heat
and the thrust of the stake.?*® The burning eye hisses like a hot rod when it is placed in cold water.
Polyphemus’ roar is magnified by its echoes through the cave:
®¢c & 8T Avnp YOAKELG TEAEKLY LEYOV NE OKEMAPVOV
gtv VOUTL YuypPD Bémrg peyda idovta

QOPUACOOV" TO YOp AVTE GLONPOL Y€ KPATOG EGTIV:
®¢ 10D 6iC" dEOAAUOC EAMATVED TTEPL LOYAD.

during the apologoi and the suitors in Book 22. Cf. also the connection between Odysseus’ encounter with the
Cyclops and Menelaus’ encounter with Proteus (where the men hide under the bodies of seals, Od. 4.365ff.).
235 Austin (1983) 6.

236 Od. 9.389-390.
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ouePSaAEOV 08 PEY” DUmEEV, Tepl O Toye méTpN,

NUETG 8¢ deloavteg dmeocoued . (Od. 9.391-396)

Graphically wounded, Polyphemus then calls out to his fellow Cyclopes for help, only to find that
his voice fails him too. Odysseus places blindness in the eye of Polyphemus, and through trickery,
places metaphorical muteness in his mouth: Polyphemus fails to communicate with the
neighbouring Cyclopes and therefore fails to hold Odysseus accountable for his violence.

The non-semiotic monstrous sounds of hissing metal, burning roots, and roaring Cyclops
close this episode — which receives a final punctuation from Odysseus’ assertion of his name to
the Cyclops — and together these sounds signal Odysseus’ triumph over the monster. But as his
adventures continue, the overall sonic tone of the encounters shift from linguistic punning and
cunning into magic, music, and noise — realms where Odysseus’ control of language and voice

begins to recede.

Circe
The next monstrous encounter wherein the heroic mingles with the monstrous takes place at the
palace of Circe in Book 10 of the Odyssey. This arrival occurs after a series of events, wherein
Odysseus’ crew sails away from Polyphemus’ isle, and Odysseus makes his famous self-
declaration to the Cyclops: this final Odyssean gesture of voice in Book 9 that solidifies his kleos
and also Polyphemus’ curse against him. Odysseus’ crew next encounter Aeolus and the bag of
winds, followed by the anthropophagous Laestrygonians, who share obvious parallels with the
Cyclopes for their cannibalism and their likeness to mountains.?®” And like Polyphemus, these

Laestrygonians menacingly throw stones at Odysseus’ crew: an act of violence which results in a

237 polyphemus is likened to a wooded cluster of tall mountains, Od. 9.191-92. The Laestrygonian queen is
described as the size of a mountain peak, Od. 10.112-113.
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horrifying soundscape composed of the cries of wounded men and the din of rocks crashing against
the ship.23

When Odysseus’ men arrive at Circe’s stone palace in the forest glades, they find it
surrounded by wolves and lions, which have metamorphosed from their original human forms as
victims of Circe’s witchcraft.?*® The group of Odysseus’ crew who enter her palace and eat there
find themselves bewitched by drugs and transformed into pigs in every aspect except for their
intellect: these members of Odysseus’ crew retain their human minds, and as such they become
human-animal hybrids. Their animality is complemented by the monstrosity evoked by these
beasts. This monstrosity is manifest largely in how the animals instigate terror in Odysseus’ crew
who come upon them: toi 8" €dewcav, €mel dov aiva médwpo (Od. 9.219). They are physically
wolves and lions, but mentally human, and their two-legged stances and fawning behaviour
provoke unease and fear in Odysseus’ men (Od. 10.214-219).24° Eurylochus, suspecting some kind
of deception, stays behind the others (Od. 10.232-233) and explains the men’s metamorphosis to
Odysseus (Od. 10.251-260), who did not witness it himself.

Hermes appears in the form of an attractive youth (Od. 10.277-279) and presents Odysseus
with guidance and a drug. Upon ingestion, the drug moly counteracts the potency of Circe’s drugs
and prevents them from taking effect on Odysseus (Od. 10.281-301). Hermes announces that, with
the help of divine pharmacology, Odysseus may then dine with the dread goddess, retain his human
form despite Circe’s potions, and, taking her by surprise, lunge upon her with his sword.?*! Hermes

also instructs that Odysseus must then accept Circe’s offer to go to bed with her. Odysseus follows

238 0d. 10.121-124.

239 See Brilliant (1995) 169 on Circe’s social ties to other witches. See Goldhill (1991) 12 on the theme of the
‘animal-guarded threshold.’

240 On the threat to human identity, see Parry (1992) 116.

241 On Odysseus’ sword as ‘the male counterpart to Kirke's magical wand’, see Brilliant (1995) 167.
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Hermes’ advice, and this action results in the most pronounced mingling of the hero and the
nonhuman — a sexual encounter. The corporeal, rather than existential, mingling between hero and
nonhuman antagonist in turn results in a translation of the antagonistic witch into the numinous,
knowledgeable, and generous helper that she becomes for Odysseus and his men.?#?

It is through Odysseus’ contact with the nonhuman — that is, the assistance of Hermes —
that this process is enabled. It is Hermes who endows Odysseus with the moly that counteracts
Circe’s own pharmacological violence, and also with the guidance to ensure his success. Here
Odysseus behaves like the witch-goddess, insofar as he uses her own technology — divine
pharmacology — to circumvent her violence and transform it into productive benevolence. John
Gould describes the general phenomenon of human communication with divinity as something
that requires the human being to reach beyond normality: ‘[W]hat is given symbolic expression is
the notion that contact and communication with divinity may be contact with the alien and
subversive and may involve, not the maintenance, but the subversion of social normality.”?*® This
is indeed the case in Odysseus’ divinely-inspired negotiations with Circe. Once Hermes enables
Odysseus’ immunity to Circe’s witchcraft against him, she then fears him, and he in turn exudes
the experiential effect of the monstrous toward her. Thus the two undergo a complete ‘subversion
of social normality’ in terms of human and divine encounters.

Odysseus’ encounter with Circe thereafter allows the hero to even further develop his
practice of mingling with the monstrous, because it is Circe who instructs him in how to navigate
the monsters, shades, and other dangers that await him after he leaves her isle. Thus Odysseus’ use

of Circean magic takes on a second resonance, insofar as the witch who transforms men by giving

242 Reinhardt (1996) 94; Austin (1975) 157; Page (1973a) 52; Germain (1954) 249-272. Cf. Segal (1968) 419 on her
consistently remote, divine character. See Doherty (1995) 137 on the gendered dimensions of Circe’s guidance to
Odysseus.

243 Gould (1985) 22.
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them enchanted herbs is herself transformed when Odysseus gives himself an enchanted herb. A
magical voice once associated with music, spells, and enchantment is metamorphosed into a voice
that prepares the hero to meet and survive several female monsters at sea. Circe’s voice — which
bears ‘the power both to brutalize and to sing’?** — in turn facilitates Odysseus’ ability to meet and

manage the nonhuman, feminine voices of the sea.?*°

The Sirens

Of all the mellifluous, nonhuman voices that resound through ancient Greek myth, the Sirenic voice
presents the most developed portrait of the matrix of temptation, interiority, and fatality that
accompanies the allure of music. Indeed, the Sirens’ song operates in a manner that paradoxically
caters to and precludes the possibility of satisfaction of the hero’s desires. Their voices offer to
their audience a melodious rendition of the listeners’ deepest longing, translated into song; and in
the case of Odysseus, that longing is for the realisation of his own kleos. The inevitable fatality for
the listener, however, prevents the Sirens from safely being heard.

The Sirens first appear in the narrative of the Odyssey in the form of Circe’s forewarning
to Odysseus. She describes their whereabouts, their song, and the perils summoned by their deadly
voices.?*® Odysseus himself gives a second and third description of the Sirens. In the first, he offers
a warning to his comrades of the oncoming danger. In the second, he describes the actual
encounter.?4” Despite the three separate descriptions of the Sirens, the Odyssey’s portrayal of these

beings offers as many ambiguities as it does clarifications about the nature of the Sirens.?*® First

24 Segal (1968) 425.

245 see Murnaghan (1995) 65 on Circe’s preparation of Odysseus and passim on the broader designs of Athena
throughout the Odyssey.

246 Od. 12.39-54.

247.0d. 12.158-164; Od. 12.166-200.

248 van Liefferinge (2012) 480.
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of all, Odysseus’ Phaeacian audience and Homer’s audience only receive access to the story of the
Sirens before and after the encounter with these monsters rather than an account given in ‘real
time.” We hear the warning about the Sirens from Circe and Odysseus, and then, far later, Odysseus
delivers all this narration in the form of his stories to the Phaeacians.

As with all the monstrous encounters in the Odyssey, the fact that Odysseus narrates the
events far after their occurrence indicates that the audience is not granted immediate narrative
access to the moment of the encounter. Odysseus’ account of the Sirens’ song creates an illusion
of access to the song, but the ears of Odysseus’ crew (and of the Odyssey’s audience) are blocked
from hearing the song. Furthermore, Odysseus gives no description of the Sirens’ appearance, as
if he never saw them at all, but only heard their song; and indeed, Odysseus omits any confirmation
or denial of the Sirens’ corpse-strewn meadow about which Circe foretells.?*® The discrepancies
between Circe’s forewarning about the Sirens and Odysseus’ eventual encounter with them
become fraught with what Pietro Pucci calls ‘undecidability’,?*° or a sense of ‘uncanny tension’*
surrounding the potentially competing veracities of poetic voices at work in this episode. The bone-
covered meadow which Circe anticipates is absent in Odysseus’ account. Pucci argues that this
omission conjures a metapoetic sense of disturbance for audiences’ and readers’ overall
relationship to poetry more broadly. When the dangerous Sirens ‘have the same power of thelgein
as the Iliadic, epic Muses’,?>? and the song the Sirens offer echoes the content of the song of the
Odyssey itself (Od. 12.184-191), readers of the Odyssey find themselves in a precarious and

charged narrative space of ‘undecidable’ reading.?3

249 pycci (1987). On the sensuality of the meadow, see Van Liefferinge (2012) 481-82.

250 pycci (1987) 209-213.

21 |bid., 211.

22 |bid., 212. See also Segal (1983) 38-40.

253 See Doherty (1995) 128 on how the Sirens’ song ‘represents the most powerful challenge of a female narrator to
the determinacy of the Odyssey text.” Vidal-Naquet (1996) 43 n. 51 reads the flowery meadow as an indication that
it has transformed, somehow, from the rottenness which Circe foretells.
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A further level of undecidability emerges in the visual realm. In other Greek literary
references to the Sirens, they are represented as half-bird half-woman creatures,?®* but this avian
characterisation is absent in the Odyssey.2>® Perhaps this is the case because Odysseus does not see
the Sirens himself, or because it was assumed that the audience would infer the hybrid avian-
female bodies.?*® Or, perhaps their bodies receive no description because their monstrosity lies far
more profoundly in their voices than in their bodies. Both Odysseus and Circe tantalisingly omit
any description of the phenomenological experience of listening to the Sirens’ song, and even
Odysseus neglects to narrate the majority of the song itself.?>” Despite the fact that the Sirens
episode is a far less lengthy and interactive encounter than the one between Odysseus and
Polyphemus, it is still rich with threat; and furthermore, it reveals the fundamental shape of
Odysseus’ deepest longings.

Circe instructs Odysseus very carefully about how to manage these monsters, warning him
that no ship has ever got past the Sirens. She also adds the assurance that a god will remind him of
her instructions at the crucial moment when the ship approaches the Sirens’ isle. Thus Odysseus
receives his advice for avoiding the Sirens from within a monstrous domestic space that bears
similarities to the Sirens’ own isle. This parallel between Circe and the Sirens continues the pattern

whereby nonhuman entities amicable to the hero help him navigate hostile monsters.?*® Odysseus

254 Apollodorus (Epit. 7.18-19), Apollonius of Rhodes (Argon. 4.891-921), Hyginus (Fab. 125, 141), Ovid (Met.
5.552-562).

255 page (1973a) 85-90.

256 See Aasved (1996), who points out the ambiguity of the relationship between Homer’s Sirens and iconographic
representations. Aasved finds the literary sources unsatisfactory for resolving the ambiguity, and so takes an
ethnological approach: he treats the Sirens as ‘fully human’, and thereby assumes that Odysseus’ lack of
physiological description is a result of their human typicality rather than the possibility that he does not in fact see
the Sirens (or, more abstractly, that the voice matters more than the body). See also Pollard (1952). Cf. Odyssey
Book 9 does not explicitly reference Polyphemus’ (or the other Cyclopes’) monocularity. Mondi (1983) discusses
this issue at length.

257 See Doherty (1995) 139 and Schur (2014) on the incompletion of the Sirens’ song.

2% On the various connections between the monstrous episodes of Books 9-12, see Heubeck et al. (1988) 10,
Reinhardt (1996) 95.
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finds Circe walking around her palace, singing with a sweet voice, and the palace is surrounded
by the bodies of men who were once but are no longer human, described as télopa (Od. 10.212-
219).%° Similarly, the sweetly singing Sirens live in a flowery meadow surrounded by men’s bones
and withering bodies.?®® Both Circe and the Sirens are therefore linked in that they are feminine
singers whose voices are lethal for men’s humanity. In this instance as elsewhere, Odysseus’
monstrous encounters echo one another, and therefore Odysseus’ own storytelling reveals the
hero’s strategic and rhetorical understanding of monstrosity through comparative consideration of
his trials and encounters.?5!

Circe’s strategy to get past the Sirens is as follows: Odysseus must instruct his men to tie
him to the mast, taking away his agency and preventing him from sailing to the Sirens’ shores (and
therefore to his death).?? Circe thus offers Odysseus a plan of action that allows him a brief sonic
encounter with the song that no previous audience has survived. In doing so, Circe facilitates
Odysseus’ exceptionality to typical human experience. Odysseus’ men, who are denied the
privilege of hearing the Sirens’ song, are instructed to row on, ears filled with wax to block the
powerful sound from entering their ears and enchanting them. Through his special status as a hero,
Odysseus is the one who is allowed to be penetrated by the magical music and still carry on with
his life.?3 As Michael Nagler notes, Odysseus’ ‘way is not to avoid temptation — in this exotic

scene “ordinary humanity” errs in the opposite direction, stuffing wax in its ears — but to overcome

it 1264

29 0d. 10.212-219. See Segal (1998) 85-86 on the Sirens and Circe as figures that collectively exhibit the fact that
‘the musical seduction of the... magical voice is analogous to the sexual seductiveness of the female in general.’
260 Od. 12.45-46.

261 See Finley (1978) 97.

262 Od. 12.39-54.

263 padel (1992) 65.

264 Nagler (1996) 157.
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Again, this episode depicts Odysseus mingling with the monstrous — both in acquiring the
strategy from Circe, but also in gaining access to the sonic experience of the Sirens without losing
his life in the process. Odysseus again imitates the mechanisms of the monster’s violence to
counteract its power: the Sirens’ spell-binding song is here counteracted by the literal binding of
the man to the mast. The hero therefore employs the same metaphorical ‘technology’ of bonds to
defeat, or at least survive, the Sirens. Furthermore, their honey-sweet?®® sound is blocked from the
ears of the crew by beeswax. This device repurposes the monsters’ tools, since the honey-sweet
quality that fuels the Sirenic vocal seduction is blockaded by wax, another apian product.Z°®

Although each monstrous encounter reveals a different strategic practice, the hero
consistently employs the monster’s own weaponry, in some translated form, in order to survive
the monster. The Sirens episode, however, poses threats of a rather different quality, and it presents
a more complex psychological challenge to the hero. Polyphemus, the Laestrygonians, and Scylla
and Charybdis all at various points threaten bodily harm through explicit violence and cannibalism;
and Circe too threatened the end of human life through animal metamorphosis. The precise or
literal quality of the Sirenic threat, however, is harder to identify, and invites certain questions.
What does it mean that no one hears their song and survives to tell the tale? How does their song
exert its power and violence?

At several points, the narrative voices of the Odyssey prepare its audience to meet the Sirens
on a different plane from the other monsters. This is partly because the Sirens threaten by means
of intellectual seduction, and also because the way that death falls upon the Sirens’ victims is left

unspecified: 2%’

5.1 tynpov, Od. 12.187.

266 On the connection between Sirens and bees, see Germain (1954) 387-390 and Van Liefferinge (2012) 480.

267 See Ford (1992) 51 on the Sirens’ song as a suggestion that ‘one may read into Homer the neoclassical blend of
dulce with utile and say that his poems contain both truth and delight.” See also Segal (1983) 43. On the ambiguity
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“Tadta p&v obte Tavto TENEipavTaL, oL 6 AKOLGOV,
A¢ To1 EYQV Epém, VN oEL 86 og Kal Bedc adTAC.
Septvag pev pdtov aeiceat, of Pl e TavVTag
avOpmmovg BELYOVGLY, BTIC GPENC EIGOPIKNTAL.

O¢ TIc Aidpein mehdon Kai eOOYyov dkovon
Zelpnvav, T 6° 0D TL YOVI) Kol VITILOL TEKVOL

01KOLOE VOGTNGOVTL TOPIGTATOL OVOE YOVUVTOL,

GaALG Te Zeptiveg Aryvpt] O yovaty Gotdi,

fuevat &v Aeldvt, ToAVG 8™ g’ 0oTedV Big
avop@V Tubopévav, mepl 68 pvol pvvdovat.

GALG TopEE EAGAY, €L O™ obaT AAElyan ETaipmv
KNpov deynoog peAmdéa, Un Tig aKovuo)

TOV ALV ATap o0TOC AKoVENEY ol K €0€Anc0a,
doavtov 6™ v vii Bofj xeipdc Te TOdag Te

0pOoOV &v ioToméd, €k & awTod Teipat” avnedw,
Oppa KE TEPTOUEVOS O™ dikoVOTG ZEPNVOLLV.

€l 0¢ ke AMoonot £Tdpovg ADGL T€ KEAELNG,

0l 0¢ 6’ évi mhedveoot toTe deopoiot d1dévtmv.” (0d. 12.36-54)

Circe’s warning to Odysseus does not account for the Sirens” mode of violence, and instead merely

indicates a pattern. The Sirens sing, men draw near, they are beguiled, they never return home, and

the Sirens sit surrounded by the decaying corpses of sailors.?%

When Odysseus finally reaches the oceanic realm surrounding the Sirens’ meadow, he hears

their song and gives a very brief description of their voices and their words. He quotes their self-

referential invitation to come listen to their anticipated but deferred song:2°

“Aedp’ dy’ iov, molav’ ‘Odvced, uéyo kKHS0C Ayaidv,

vijo KoTdotnoov, tva voitépny dn’ dikodong.

00 Yap TH TIG THdE mopriace viyi peraivn,

ptv 77 MUEDV LEATYNPLV GO GTOUATOV T’ AKoDGL,

AL’ 6 ye Tepydpevog velton kol mhgiova eidmC.

idpev yap tor vl 66’ évi Tpoin evpein

Apyeior Tp@dég te Oedv 16Tl poynoav:

dpev 8° 6oca yévnron £mi xBovi movAvPoteipn.” (Od. 12.184-191)

of their violence, see Aasved (1996) 383-384. Both Buschor (1944) and Pollard (1952) assert that the Sirens do not
devour their victims.

268 See Vidal-Naquet (1996) 159 on the Sirens as “a fiercer version of the Lotus-Eaters’ and the argument that “the
Sirens belong to the rotten.” See also Segal (1983) 40-41. On the verb thelgein in Homer and elsewhere, see Parry
(1992) 286.

269 Schur (2014).

103



Thus the Sirens invite the hero to abandon his present mission of completing his homecoming, his
nostos, in exchange for a nostalgic surrender to the pleasures of temporal regression by listening
to songs about the past — songs which, we as the audience never get to hear.?”

Given the particular character of the hero, it is easy to imagine that the temptation they offer
to Odysseus would carry tremendous force. The temptation pivots around the desire not only to
hear the beautiful song, but to hear a particular song about Odysseus’ own glories and triumphs.
As Reinhardt notes, ‘“The magical song becomes a heroic epic. The Sirens know the overwhelming
effect of fame from the mouth of a poet.’?"! The fact of the song’s performance by divinely skilled
singers who recognise him without introduction only amplifies the temptation.?’? Odysseus is,
after all, the hero whose obsession with the fabrication of his own kleos makes him simultaneously
perseverant and foolish. This obsession drives him to persevere through remarkable circumstances
but also to exclaim his identity to the Cyclops as his boat steers away — an exclamation of identity
that results in a formidable curse from Poseidon that causes many of Odysseus’ troubles at sea.?”

Where Odysseus desperately attempts to secure a future for himself in Ithaca throughout his
adventures at sea, the Sirens represent the lure of surrendering, letting go, and sinking into
accomplishments of the past. Thus the song of the Sirens positions the past — the stories of the
Trojan War — in direct and precarious competition with the present temporal trajectory of the

narrative of the Odyssey itself, and thus too with the social and familial responsibilities that propel

270 pycci (1987) and (1996) emphasise the Sirens’ connections to poetry and to reading, but | maintain that their
elusive musical aspect is just as significant as the words which they sing. Like Circe, Calypso, and the Muses (lI.
1.604; Theog. 68), the Sirens emit an opa, and as Ford (1992) 176 writes, ‘For opa is basically a distinctive vocal
sound; it may name voices that convey intelligence or thought, but these are the especially emotional or stirring
voices.” See also Schur (2014).

271 Reinhardt (1996) 75.

272 See Pucci (1996) on the Sirens” omniscience (or lack thereof).

273 See Austin (1983) 5 on Odysseus’ ‘inappropriate... glee’ at his own brutalism and trickery toward the Cyclops.
See also Segal (1983) 33.

104



that narrative.?’# Odysseus can persist in his long journey home, or he can rest and enjoy the sweet
song of the Sirens, who offer musical celebrations of the hero and his lliadic victories. To
Odysseus, whose notoriously difficult journey attempts a particular mode of return (the nostos),
the Sirens offer something more readily available — the escapist comfort of song, and its own
unique mode of return.?” In the realm of the Sirens, the past threatens to triumph over the present
and future: it is the temptation of hearing these former glories that nearly draws Odysseus into
oblivion.27

The narrative moves into a markedly different temporal sphere — shifting from Odyssean
time into the regressive temporality of song — as the ship approaches the Sirens' isle. Andrew Ford
describes a particular mode of untimeliness conjured by epic poetry, which is established by means
of the proximity and tension between mnémosuné and lésmosuné in Hesiod:

Mnémosuné, mindfulness, is so closely related to 1ésmosuné (forgetfulness) by Hesiod

because the poetry of the past must make its audience forget its own present; for this to

happen the here and now of the performance must give way to create a space for the earlier

age to appear.2”’
This untimely quality of epic song in general is amplified, in the realm of the Sirens, both by their
untimely, Iliadic voices, and also by the deathly ambience into which Odysseus and his crew find
themselves as they approach the Sirens. Odysseus describes to the Phaeacians the eerie calm that
signifies his entrance into Sirenic territory:

TOQpa O KopTOApmG EElKETO YOG EVEPYNC
vijoov Zelprvotiv: Emetye yop oDpog Amnpuomv.

avTiK Emelt’ Avepog eV EmacaTo NOE YOAV
EmleTo vnveuin, koipnoe 8¢ kopota daipmv. (Od. 12.166-170)

274 pycci (1996) 195-96.

275 Cf. ibid., on the idea that the Sirens appeal to Odysseus as a ““literary” character of the Iliad.’

276 Cf. ibid., for a close-reading of their song that links their rhetoric to the diction of the Iliad. Pucci argues that the
Sirens evoke the literary past of Odysseus through the ways they craft their voices.

277 Ford (1992) 126.
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The encounter with the Sirens is Odysseus’ first monstrous encounter after his nekyuia, and thus
the audience meets the Sirens in the narrative realm of death.?’® This scene continues to evoke a
deathly atmosphere because of the precariousness in which it positions the lives of Odysseus and
his crewmen, but also because of its otherworldly quality.?”® The same social forces that propel
Odysseus on his journey recede and lose currency in this Sirenic realm. This stillness which marks
Odysseus’ passage into Sirenic territory functions both as a moment of divine signification for
Odysseus to remember Circe’s warning and as a narrative signification of the dangers that the
Sirens pose.

Whether we take the oceanic calm as an indication of Sirenic associations with midday
demons, death demons, seductresses, or a message from a daimon to Odysseus,?®® the sudden
stillness also functions as an indicator that the Sirens inhabit a territory fundamentally outside of
normative human experience. Their land, described as a Aequdv’ avOepodevta (Od. 12.159), is on
the one hand, a primitive and uncultivated landscape, but on the other, a cemetery filled with
desiccated corpses: moAOc & apep’ 6otedPy Oig | avdpdv mvubouévmv (Od. 12.45-46).

Just as the stilling of the sea suggests the ship’s entrance into a daimonic territory, the
departure of Odysseus' ship induces a curtain of chaos and smoke that closes the scene, sealing off
the realm of the Sirens. Odysseus describes the sonic transformation that follows his ship’s

departure from Sirenic proximity: ‘AAL’ &te o1 v vijoov €leinouev, avtik’ £neita | Kamvov Kai

278 See Neils (1995) 180-181 on the Sirens’ appearances on tombs. On the overlaps between Sirens and noon-day
demons, see Davies (2005). For the association between Sirens and death in the sixth century, see Pollard (1965)
137-144.

219 pycci (1987) 211.

280 Heubeck et al. (1988) 127. Cf. Gresseth (1970), who also argues against the presence of a midday demon and at
p. 210 n. 14 gives bibliography on this issue. Davies (2005) 225-228, who places the arguments in dialogue takes the
position that the Sirens were not necessarily midday or death demons, but that they might at least carry the
associations of these, along with ‘soul birds’ and ‘otherworld enchantresses’ without conflict.
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=puqome%2Fnwn&la=greek&can=puqome%2Fnwn0&prior=a)ndrw=n

uéya kopa idov kai dodmov drovoa’ (Od. 12.201-202). The Sirens live in an otherworldly space
that promises Odysseus respite from the battering winds of divine will and monstrous might that
have blown him about so aggressively for the entire epic. The strange stillness of the Sirens
imposes on Odysseus a magnetism to an untimely elsewhere, which threatens to pull Odysseus
and his crew out of their own ‘plot-time.” The thread of the Odyssey itself is thus pulled and
distorted into the supernatural influence of the Sirenic voice.?8!

These Sirens stand out from the other Odyssean monsters insofar as they are not explicitly
described as cannibalistic,?®? violent, or gigantic. But still, the Sirens participate in modes of
violence and threat shared by the other monsters Odysseus meets in Books 9-12. The Sirens
represent a subtle inversion of the threat issued by the nonhuman Charybdis, for example: just as
Charybdis sucks in the sea and spews it back out, the Sirens exhale a sweet but deadly melody that
attracts passing sailors, and sucks them into their demise. And although the Sirens do not overtly
threaten to consume Odysseus and his men, the Sirenic song threatens to cannibalise the Odyssey
itself.

The binary opposition between the ‘good’ Penelope — the faithful wife who awaits
Odysseus’ return — and the ‘bad’ Sirens is complicated furthermore by the fact that the Sirens’
song appeals directly to Odysseus’ obsession with the idea of having his triumphs translated into
song.?8® Odysseus needs to finish the journey so that his stories can be told in the form of song,
so the Sirens’ disingenuous, deadly offer represents a possible perversion of the entire trajectory

of the Odyssean narrative. The desire for homecoming and glory and the desire invoked by the

281 See Pucci (1996) on competing narratives between the Odyssey and the Iliad posed in this scene.

282 page (1973a) 89-90. Cf. Vidal-Naquet (1996) 43 who notes that ‘the Sirens belong to the rotten.’

283 Cf. Hopman (2012) 84-88 on the ways in which various female monsters and nonhumans in Books 9-12 function
as foils to Penelope, particularly through the image of weaving. On Circe as a ‘demonic version of Penelope’, see
Parry (1992) 56-57.
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Sirens’ song pivot around the same juncture — the transmission of Odysseus’ own fame through
song.

Thus it is through the appeal to Odysseus’ fame and glory, or in Greek, his kleos, that the
Sirens wield their danger; and in threatening to take away Odysseus’ possibility of returning home,
the song carries the potency to annihilate Odysseus’ very essence. It threatens that he surrender,
sabotage the cultivation of his own song to the immediate gratification offered by theirs, and
therefore collapse into himself at the expense of himself. By the time Odysseus encounters the
Sirens, he has willfully emerged from the respective seductions of the goddesses Calypso?®* and
Circe, whose divine and bewitching power, paired with the allure of sensual pleasure, held the
hero from his return to Ithaca. Odysseus has broken away from these divine and bodily temptations
— even broken away from the temptation of Calypso’s offering of immortality — but the Sirens
issue an even more profoundly enticing pull for Odysseus, despite the fact that they do not offer
their bodies, nor do they wield a divine power that could physically keep him from continuing his
journey.

Instead, the Sirens tempt him with their voices, which wrap themselves around his kleos, the
story of his very own self. They invite him to sink into his story-glory, regressing into a narcissistic
whirlpool of oblivion, which would of course ironically result in annihilation of Odysseus’ own
self. In this way, surpassing the Sirens becomes Odysseus’ ultimate challenge to and for his own
selfhood. The Odyssey demonstrates that the temptations offered by sound and by music, in
particular, can overshadow temptations offered by the flesh. The encounter with the Sirens thereby
demonstrates the dual inflection of Odysseus’ desire for kleos. This drive which enables Odysseus

to persevere through remarkable circumstances is the same drive which threatens the oblivion of

284 See Anderson (1958) 6 on the parallels between Calypso’s Isle and Elysium and Odysseus’ departure from
Calypso as indicative of his “attitude... toward life itself.”
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the soul, if the quest for kleos is not managed correctly.

Indeed, the seduction of the Sirens’ song is not an overtly physical one. Homer’s Sirens
are what we might call “all voice, no body’, insofar as the Odyssey offers no description of the
Sirens’ physiognomy.2® This is perhaps a result of the fact that they engender an intense psycho-
physiological experience for their listener through the medium of the voice itself, rather than
through visuality or tactility. The erotic power of listening to a voice, the Odyssey seems to say,
transcends the mere visuality and corporeality typical of erotic encounters. Monsters, in Greek
mythology, then, can offer threats by means of their sonic capacities, and in the case of the Sirens,
the voice and its effect upon human desire is the precise locus of that monstrosity.

With the help of Circe’s advice, Odysseus surpasses the Sirens and saves himself through
the symbolic gesture of self-binding. In tying himself to the ship’s mast, he protects himself from
the spell-binding power of song. This song threatens to ‘loos[e] all ties’ that connect Odysseus to
Ithaca: 2% and in the case of the Sirens, as Ford notes, the song takes on the binding properties
associated with the realm of magic:

The problem is, of course, that this thrilling song destroys its mortal listeners, who lose

their ability to return to wife and children, finally withering away (12.39-43). In the Sirens,

‘infernal counterparts to the Muses,” the enchantment of poetry reveals its sinister side:

their song is a binding spell for Odysseus, for the price of listening to it is to be fixed fast.?’
Part of the lure of the Sirenic song, according to Ford, emerges from the fact that their song offers

a totality of intellectual truth that surpasses that which the Muses give to poets. Whereas the kleos

of the Muses is a distilled and partial selection of a larger truth, the Sirens offer to Odysseus the

285 Schein (1995) 17 points out that the Odyssey very rarely gives much visual detail about women’s appearances
and instead focuses on the ‘phenomenology’ or experiential impact of beholding them. Odysseus does not offer any
such phenomenology of the Sirens’ appearance.

286 Cf. Ford (1992) 111, on Alcinous’ comparison of Odysseus’ to a bard for his spell-binding effects on the
Phaeacian audience.

287 Ford (1992) 84. See also Buschor (1944). Cf. Pollard (1952) who argues against the Sirens as infernal
incarnations of the Muses. Parry (1992) 91 writes that the “Sirens’ song suggests binding as katadesmos, a demonic
counterpart of order and a purpose of the spell.’
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promise of the ‘sweet, complete’, and ‘total’ rendition of the Trojan War and everything that
happens on the earth. 288

Simultaneously unleashing the force of a binding spell and offering truth that transcends
all poetic bounds, the Sirens also emit sinister metaphorical echoes of other central strings and
bonds that run throughout the Odyssey. They represent a macabre inversion of the strings that his
wife Penelope weaves at home, as she weaves a shroud for Odysseus’ father; the Sirens instead
weave a sonic shroud for Odysseus himself. So too do the ropes with which Odysseus self-binds
echo the strings of the Fates, whose threads measure the life and destiny of each man. Odysseus
ties himself up with string, with cords, to secure himself within his own fate; and the Sirens tempt
him to break away these very threads and to defy his ordained lot of glory and successful return to
Ithaca. Yet the musical c(h)ords that the Sirens weave in their song also function as a manifestation
of Odysseus’ very self. These monsters present to him his own interiority, his own fate, as they
weave himself in their song, and thus the Sirens appear as particularly malevolent counterparts to
the Fates, Penelope, the Muses, and even Circe:2% c(h)ords, and their varying tones, become a
vivid image that connects these various feminine figures and clarifies their relationship to the hero
and his homecoming.2%

The Sirens therefore function as the Odyssey’s most vivid manifestation of the ways in
which sound can become a component of what makes the monster monstrous. In the case of the
Sirens, the arresting sound and alluring promise of their voices, paired with the power that music
itself exercises over the human mind, function like weapons. Lillian Doherty links drugs,

seduction, and music as a nexus of powerful and dangerous forces throughout the Odyssey:

288 Ford (1992) 86.

289 When Odysseus’ crew arrives at Circe’s palace, she is singing and weaving (10.221-223). Heubeck and Hoekstra
(1989) ad Od. 188-191 connect the Homeric Sirens to the Hesiodic Muses.

290 Brilliant (1995) 170-172 makes this connection between Penelope and Circe in particular, and also to the Sirens.

110



[A]n equation between a drug (even a ‘good’ drug), an act of seduction, and a bard’s
power to charm an audience suggestions that there is an inherent danger in listening to
stories — and the better told, the more dangerous the story.?%
Yet the mechanisms by which these Sirenic weapons and the dangers of their stories operate are
unclear.

Neither the narrator nor Odysseus explicitly states that the voice itself enacts violence on
the listener’s body, causing the mind to literally melt or wither,?%? or perhaps the heart to stop —
for if that were the case, surely there would have been some consequences for Odysseus when he
listened to their sung invitation. It is not the music itself, but the effect of song upon human
experience. The Sirenic weaponry derives its power from music’s unique capacity to stop time, to
distract from the procedures of ‘reality’ and to suck the listener into song itself at the expense of
his own external conditions — perhaps causing the listener to waste away into shriveled skin and
bones, as we may read from Circe’s warnings about the scenery which the Sirens occupy. %3

In addition to the time-altering properties of epic song, a major source of the Siren song’s
psychological power and efficacy comes from its precise individuation, from the way in which the
Sirens craft the song for the pleasure and seduction of a specific listener. Homer’s Sirens call out
to Odysseus specifically, as they recognise the hero and his legendary status, address him in the
second person, and tailor the song to him. Theirs is a song whose notes are written on the staff of
the individual human soul. Odysseus’ wanderings have in some ways reduced his identity and

humanity out of the realm of recognition.?®* Heubeck notes that the hero loses his identity in the

291 Doherty (1995) 134. Cf. Most (1989), and Finley (1978) 108-109, who connects the Sirens’ song and its
‘sympathy’ to Circe’s and Helen’s magic spells.

292 Cf. the Erinyes’ binding song in Eum. 307-396.

293 pycci (1987) 209-211.

29 gegal (1962) 18 describes Books 9-12 as particularly rich grounds for staging “death and rebirth, with change of
state and the loss and resumption of identity’; he also argues (18-24) that the Phaeacians begin and facilitate
Odysseus’” own return to humanity after his monstrous encounters, and finally that the Polyphemus encounter stages
Odysseus’ ‘lowest ebb of humanity” (36) which is later reinstated.
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guise of ‘Outis” and gradually loses a range of components that define his humanity and selfhood
in Books 9-12 of the Odyssey:
Odysseus’ adventures lead us on a long journey during which the proud commander and
conqueror loses first his fleet and most of his men, then the rest of his companions and
his last ship together with his possessions, and finally, even his own identity; a nameless
Nobody stands naked and defenceless before Nausicaa, lacking rights or possessions,
more like an animal than a man (vi 127f.). But here, at the lower point in his fortunes,
when his human personality has been virtually obliterated, there are the seeds of renewed
life; this is the starting-point for a final arduous journey which, set in a world very
different from that of the hero’s tales and in the reverse direction, leads to a recovery of
identity, to a re-establishment of existence in human society, as the king is restored to his
family, his community, and his kingdom. Thus the poet has made these adventures a
crucial element in this epic of a soldier’s return.2%®
The Sirens’ song emerges at the centre of this process of the hero’s deflation and erosion, and thus
their recognition and praise of the hero arrives at a pivotal juncture for Odysseus. They capitalise
on the skeletal structure of Odysseus’ fundamentally human crises and desires in order to enact
their uniqgue mode of alluring monstrosity. This is perhaps why Odysseus does not describe the
song more fully. It is so seductive because it is specifically for him,?% rather than for a general
audience. Any attempt to render it fully would therefore give an inadequate representation of its
power. Just as Odysseus uses the technology of monsters and the Sirens in particular to secure his
life against the power of their voices, they too identify and exploit Odysseus’ own drive toward
return that propels his nostos.
Through the Sirens as well as the other monsters whom Odysseus meets at sea, the drama
of voice and sound reveals that the monster and the human are mutually engaged in observation,

imitation, and navigation of one another. And although Odysseus escapes the Sirens’ song with

his life intact, this monstrous encounter taps into the power of voice to explore the deep connection

2% Heubeck et al. (1988) 8.
2% Cf. Pucci (1996) 192. See also Reinhardt (1996) 75, and Doherty (1995) 73 on the Sirenic audience in the context
of gendered audiences throughout the Odyssey.
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between the categories of hero and monster. The Sirens identify Odysseus’ eminently human
desires for family, home, and reputation, and transform those desires into a song that becomes a
monstrous weapon. The Sirens thus offer one of the more transparent examples of the seduction
that monsters exert over heroes, and specifically Odysseus. On the metaphysical space occupied
by the monster figure across time and cultures, Jeffrey Jerome Cohen writes that ‘[t]he monstrous
lurks somewhere in that ambiguous, primal space between fear and attraction.’?®” The Sirens in
particular represent something like the fear of attraction, or fears about what appetite, seduction,
and desire do to the human being.

Even for Odysseus, the status of the human reveals itself to be fraught, through so many
close encounters and near fusions with monstrosity in Books 9 through 12 of the Odyssey. We may
approach a fuller understanding of the Homeric Sirens if we leave off reading symbolism into their
(invisible) bodies, and instead begin to listen more closely to the descriptions of their voices and
the effect of their voices. What we find is something far more central to questions about the link
between sound and desire, to the question of what it means to be human, to the question of how

humans can both indulge and survive their individuated desires.

Scylla and Charybdis
By the time Odysseus meets the paired cliffs of Scylla and Charybdis, the hero has already escaped
and navigated Polyphemus, Circe, and the Sirens. Odysseus engineered these escapes by imitating
the technologies of these nonhuman antagonists, but this strategy proves useless when he faces the

two cliffs. Circe’s description of Scylla and Charybdis reveals that these two entities do not enable

297 Cohen (1996) 19.
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the same practice of Odyssean imitation,?® for they are fundamentally nonhuman and therefore
preclude the possibility of behavioural mimicry. According to Circe’s taxonomy, both Scylla and
Charybdis are cliffs, 50w oxomelot (Od. 12.73), and therefore the narrative introduces these entities
foremost as elemental phenomena rather than as characters with the sort of interactive subjectivity
that is present in Polyphemus, Circe, and the Sirens.

Scylla and Charybdis are ascribed the lowest level of humanity of all the nonhuman
antagonists in Books 9-12 of the Odyssey. This nonhumanity resounds in their soundscapes, their
appearances, and their modes of violence. Scylla manifests distinctly monstrous physiognomy,
with her six heads, three rows of death-bringing teeth, twelve legs, half-hidden substratum (Od.
12.89-92), and canine vocality (Od. 12.85-87). All of these features are amplified by Circe’s
mention that encountering Scylla would be a misfortune even to a god (Od. 12.87-88) and Circe’s
description of Scylla as a mélwp kaxov (Od. 12.87).2%° Charybdis is described, on the other hand,
as both a natural phenomenon and a divine force.3% Less attention is paid to her appearance than
to her forcefulness: as Heubeck and Hoesktra note, Charybdis is characterised primarily ‘in terms
of the damage she causes.’3%! Circe advises Odysseus to draw his ship closer to Scylla than
Charybdis so that he lose only some companions rather than the entire ship, although she leaves
the course up to him to decide.

Odysseus evidently finds Circe’s guidelines regarding Scylla and Charybdis less palatable
than the goddess’s prior advice regarding the Sirens, for it does not allow him any agency in the

avoidance of monstrous violence. Furthermore, Circe’s guidance here prevents Odysseus from

2% Cf. Hopman (2012) 28-29 on Circe’s lliadic diction in describing Scylla. On the Iliadic elements in the Scylla
episode more generally, see ibid., 26-31 and 28 n. 17 for bibliography.

2% On the likeness between Circe’s description of Scylla’s cave and Hesiod’s description of Tartarus, see Hopman
(2012) 31-32.

300 §io XapuPdic, Od. 12.104.

301 Heubeck and Hoekstra (1989) ad Od. 101-110.
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practising his heroic gesture of imitating the monster in order to circumvent its power, and he asks
Circe if there is truly nothing he can do to escape Charybdis or deflect the advances of Scylla (Od.
12.110-114).

Circe also impresses upon Odysseus a sense of great intractability with regard to these paired
figures. She notes that the dark cloud surrounding Scylla is eternally present,3%? that not even a
twenty-handed and -footed man would be able to climb the cliff, 2> and that not even Poseidon
could rescue someone whom Charybdis would swallow.3** This shift from ‘manageable’ monsters
to intractable ones is marked in the soundscape. As his ship approaches Charybdis, Odysseus finds
himself in an altogether different sonic realm than the one generated by the Sirens. Introduced with
pure sound and chaos, Charybdis paralyses Odysseus’ men in terror:

AAN Ote On v vijcov €lelmopey, awtiK’ Eneta
Kamvov kol péyo kKopa idov Kai 6odmov dkovoa.
TOV O dpa deiodvtov Ek xelpdv Entat’ EpeTud,

Boupnoav & dpa mavta Kot POov: EGYETO 6 ADTOD
VUG, émel OVKET EpeTd Tponkea yepotv Emeryov. (Od. 12.201-205)

In response to this, Odysseus gives a speech to embolden and prepare his comrades to face the
imminent threats posed by the oncoming monsters. Yet still, the sense of intractability is reinforced
by Odysseus’ use, or disuse, of his own voice:

“Q pilot, 0V Yop TO TL KAKDV AOUMUOVES EIEV”
oV pev om 100 peilov Emt kakdv, 1 6te Kooy
il évi omijl YAaQLp® Kpatepfipr finev:

GALG Kol EvOev €UT) ApeThi BOLAT] T€ VO® TE
gkeuyouev, Kol mov T@voe pvnoectot 6.

vov 8’ diyed’, g av &yom inw, telddueba mavtec.
VUETS PEV KOTNOV AAOG pnypiva Babeiov
Tontete KANIdeaoV EPriUEVOL, i K€ 001 ZeDg
dn tovoe ¥' dAeBpov dIekELYEEY Kol AAVE o
ool 88, KuPepviid’, ®8” Emrélopar GAL’ &vi Bopd
BéArev, Emel vOG YAOQLPTG oiNia VOLLAC.

302 0d. 12.74-76.
303 0d. 12.77-78.
304 0d. 12.106-107.
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TOVTOV HEV KATVOD Kol KOLOTOG EKTOG EEpye

vija, 6V 8¢ okoméAOV Emaico, Un o€ AdOnot

Kelo' €Eopunoaca Kol £g kakov dupe Baincta.”

Q¢ 8paunv, oi 8" dka duoic éméecot tidovro.

ZKOAAY & oVUKET” EuuBedUN Y, drpnKTOV AViny,

U TG pot deicavteg amoArnEelay £Toipot

eipeoing, &viog ¢ mokdalotev opéag avtove. (Od. 12.208-225)

Reminding the crew that they have suffered sorrows previously, Odysseus assures his comrades
that the present moment will, in turn, become a memory of a challenge surmounted. The terrifying
reality they are about to encounter, he reassures, will become a story of the past. But in giving a
forecast of a future that he prophesies will in turn become a past, he sidesteps the imminent present
represented by the dual threat of Scylla and Charybdis, who together have the ‘effect of double
jaws. 3% Odysseus does not mention the inevitable slaughter posed by Scylla, since he imagines
that knowledge of her would horrify the sailors into stopping the movement of the ship (a safe
assessment, based on their stasis when faced with Charybdis). | have argued throughout this
chapter that the soundscapes of the monsters shift from humanoid to nonhuman, and that
Odysseus’ own voice transforms from a clever tool into an ineffectual medium. In this instance,
his voice fails even to relay the oncoming threat, because his voice bears no agency in the
encounter with Scylla. All his voice can do to ensure his survival is to omit speech and remain
silent about Scylla.

Scylla herself is anything but silent: her six heads emit not a humanoid voice, but rather the
barkings of a whelp. Scylla’s voice signals the fact that she allows no possibility for interaction.
Circe describes the sounds generated by Scylla as somehow in contrast with her form:

Zév@og O évi ZkVAAN vaiet devov Ashakvio
TG 1 TOL VT HEV OGN OKOANKOG VEOYIATG

yiyvetar, anti & odte TEA®P Kokdv: 00SE K TiG v
ynOnoetev idmv, 0vd &l Bed¢ dvtidoste. (Od. 12.85-88)

305 Reinhardt (1996) 74.
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Circe makes Scylla’s first set of identifying features her location and terrible voice. Her non-
semiotic expressions resound in the shrill tones of a yelping puppy, suggesting either a general
canine senselessness or the sonic assault of insistent, loud, and high-pitched shrieking.3% The
whelpish qualities of this voice is situated as somehow in contrast to her terror (§° avte), likely due
to the mismatch between her mountainous and towering visage and the sound that typically belongs
to a small and somewhat helpless animal.3%

Scylla, however, is not the only enormous and threatening monster in the Greek tradition to be
given a puppy-like voice. The great opponent to Zeus, Typhon, also includes yelps in his retinue of
voices in Hesiod’s Theogony.3% In both Hesiod and Homer, multi-headed shrill barks accompany
the most threatening of monstrous opponents. The soundscapes attributed to both Scylla and Typhon
are predicated on excessive, mismatched vocalisations that manifest the respective levels of
intractability attached to these monsters.

Scylla behaves like an insurmountable3® and predatory beast;3!° and Charybdis performs
her swallowing and belching according to an ambiguous natural routine (Od. 12.105-106), without
any comprehensible intentionality or subjectivity driving their violence. Scylla and Charybdis are
therefore the set of monsters that completely lacks comprehensible intellectual or metaphorical
tools which can be employed by Odysseus and translated into heroic violence against them.

As a unit, Scylla and Charybdis take on the force of conjoined monster twins, and as such,

this pair is the biggest, most thoroughly hybridised, most excessive, the most incomprehensibly

308 On the post-Homeric association of Scylla with dogs in iconography, see Hopman (2012) 92 n.8.

307 On the yelping as compatible with Scylla’s caninity in other versions of the myth, see Felton (2013) 121.

308 For further elaboration on Typhon’s voice as a manifestation of his monstrosity, see Chapter 1, 60-65 of this
thesis. Cf. Typhon’s voices, Hes. Th. 829-835.

309 For the Odyssey’s consistent characterisation of Scylla as an ‘invincible monster’, see Hopman (2012) 25.
310 0d. 12.93-97.
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malevolent. Indeed, this pair is also most akin to the violent and incorrigible threats of the sea
itself. As much as Odysseus has demonstrated his heroic capacity to behave like the monster in
order to surpass it, he finally meets two monsters with whom he cannot mingle, and whom he
therefore cannot surpass. Whereas Odysseus could enjoy the cheese in Polyphemus’ cave, the food
and erotic offerings of Circe’s palace, and the acoustic and intellectual delights of the Sirens’
meadow, the cliffs of Scylla and Charybdis offer nothing to the heroic sensory appetite other than
marvel, death, and helplessness.

Odysseus cannot help but attempt some kind of contact: despite Circe’s pronouncement that
this would be a foolish deed.3!! Odysseus proceeds to witness and describe the sight of Charybdis’
destruction, horrifying not only in its certainty of death for Odysseus’ companions, but also in its
destruction of discrete categories. Within Charybdis’ whirlpool, everything becomes turmoil, earth
appears within the sea, a terrifying, ambiguous roar surges outward from the absolute destruction:

AL’ 6t avaPpodéele Borldoong aApvpoOV VOwp,

nac" &vtoohe EAvVECKE KUKOUEVT, QUL O TETPN

dewvov BePpiyet, vmévepbe 08 yaia phveoke

YALUU® KOOVEN™ TOVG 0& YAmpOV déog Tipet. (Od. 12.240-243)
The threat posed by Charybdis’ whirlpool of violence is activated by Scylla, who strikes Odysseus’
ship while the men are distracted by fear of Charybdis. Scylla seizes six of them, and as she pulls
them away, the men are compared to little fishes and the monster to fisherman, pole, and bait all
in one. Where the whirlpool of Charybdis threatened to reduce everything to intermingled,

destroyed turmoil, the violence of Scylla reduces the men to fish,3!? just as Polyphemus’ violence

against Odysseus’ companions had reduced them to puppies.®!3 Again, the monsters of the Odyssey

811 Od. 12.225-226.
312 ix0Ho1 Toic OAtyotot, Od. 12.252
313 Od. 9.287-290. Rutherford (1992) 76.
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often enact the diminution of the human to the animal and therefore realise the anxiety that perhaps
the human was mere animal all along. The monsters’ categorical hybridity threatens to infect and
disrupt the stable humanity of Odysseus and his comrades.

Odysseus depicts the death of his companions at the mouths of Scylla as the apex of misery
throughout his long sufferings:34

avTod & givi B0pnot katnobie kekAnyovtog,

YEIPag Enol Opéyovtog &v aivi] dntotitt

OiKTIOTOV 0N KEIVO EL01G 100V 0pOaAL0IoL

naviov 666" uoynoa Topovg aAog éEgpecivov. (Od. 12. 256-259)
Unlike when Odysseus could ultimately break out of the Cyclops’ cave and enact vengeance on
the destroyer of his men, Scylla reels Odysseus’ companions into her cave, thereby leaving
Odysseus without any opportunity to prevent their deaths or to injure her in vengeance. And
although Odysseus stood on the foredeck of the ship, clad in armour, in order to catch sight of
Scylla and potentially fight her, Scylla’s violence catches the hero unaware, and continues in the
realm of the unseen, within her cave — evoking and echoing the instances of blindness that haunted
both Odysseus and Polyphemus in Book 9 of the Odyssey.

Odysseus’ sensory expectations are here fully frustrated for the first time during his
monstrous encounters. He is denied the sight of the monster in the crucial moment of violent
intervention, and then denied the sight of her final destruction of his men. As we have seen,
Odysseus’ desires to eat Polyphemus’ food, tussle with the Cyclops, and pronounce his identity
are all enabled in Book 9 of the Odyssey; and the hero’s desires for food, comfort, and erotic
fulfillment are satisfied in the encounter between Odysseus and Circe. Acoustic and intellectual

desire permeate the Sirenic narrative — though these desires are inevitably partially frustrated, since

Odysseus cannot act on his will to go to the Sirens’ meadow and continue listening to their song.

314 For Odysseus’ language of pathos in these lines, see De Jong (1992) 5-6.
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Scylla and Charybdis exemplify the issue of frightening yet frustrated desire to the greatest
extent, as the episode is ‘emphatically constructed as a narrative of unfulfilled desire’ in Odysseus’
narration.3™® Firstly, half of Scylla’s body is obscured and made invisible by her cave. Thus her
feminine body, with its excess of parts and its bestial violence, represents in monstrous surplus the
female genital form, insofar as the cave suggests the female anatomy.3!® And secondly, although
Scylla visually resembles a gaping feminine cavern, the bottom of her actual monstrous body,
where her genitals might be located, is hidden and unavailable, just as were the Sirens’ invisible
and unseen bodies. Thus Scylla’s body simultaneously represents the excess of desire that is
summoned by the monster, as well as the denial of it. The type of mingling that Odysseus practiced
with Circe is exaggerated in its impossibility here.

Charybdis, also gendered as feminine, embodies the force of the feminine and frightful sea
itself, the natural and powerful whirlpool. She thereby stands in stark contrast to the world to which
Odysseus seeks to regain access. If Odysseus mingled with and sank into Charybdis, he would
ensure his own demise and his failure. The simultaneous threats and fears posed by this cluster of
feminine monsters are all contrasting perversions of the virtuous, weaving, and weeping wife who
awaits Odysseus in Ithaca.

Scylla and Charybdis demonstrate that the nonhuman and the monstrous cannot always be
defeated by heroic wiles: there is a limit to the monster-mimicking power of the mortal Odysseus.
There is something supranatural in this pair, with which the human is denied the possibility of
mingling, other than in death. The hero must accept some form of death and failure, perhaps for

him to remain anything but a god. Odysseus can contend with the monster, can become

315 Hopman (2012) 25.
316 On the ‘process and significance of Scylla’s feminization’ in classical Greece, see Hopman (2012) 91-174. See
Schein (1995) 19 on the sexual menace posed by the various female monsters in Books 9-12.
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momentarily monstrous; yet obstacles, which the mortal hero cannot overcome, must exist.

This sense of intractability is particularly resonant in the context of monsters whose existence
predates that of the Olympian gods. As we have seen in Chapter 1 of this thesis, primordial
monstrous powers occupy a sphere altogether different from the Olympian gods. As John Gould
writes,

The Hesiodic succession myth ... asserts that the world has not always been under the
control of the Olympians, and that even now, since divinity is indestructible, older and
more primitive powers are in and of the world. It speaks of progress (progress whereby
dark, anonymous, largely female collectives — the Moirai, Furies, Gorgons, Graiai,
Phorkydes — have given way to the bright splendour of the Olympian gods), but also of
the irrepressibility of these more primitive powers: the mindless violence of volcanic
eruption is still a fact of human experience; the Fates and Furies have not left us; on the
edge of things there are darker powers yet than the company of Zeus.3!’
The Hesiodic styling of Scylla,3® like the Hesiodic succession myth itself, represents a realm of
monstrosity that cannot be negotiated by means of meétis or by divine strategy. In Circe’s warning
that not even a god would be happy to come across Scylla (Od. 12.87-88),%° the Odyssey reveals
itself as a narrative that contains a spectrum of monsters that operate in different communities,
landscapes, and cosmic orders, from the humanoid Polyphemus to the half-cliff, serpentine,
roaring and yelping Scylla. Books 9-12 of the Odyssey stage a gradual move from monsters that
can communicate with humans into monstrous forces that do not allow interchange, and which

instead enact unilateral and inevitable violence.3%°

317 Gould (1985) 25-26.

318 See Chapter 2, 75 n. 173.

319 Cf. Od. 5.73-74, where Calypso’s Ogygia would stupefy even a god with wonder and pleasure.

320 For the argument that these books stage a change of the hero (without changes in the monsters as well), see
Brilliant (1995) 166.

121



Conclusion

Odysseus’ monstrous encounters began with Polyphemus, a being that so closely resembles the
hero in many ways. Polyphemus engages in extended discourse with Odysseus and is described
both in terms of monstrosity®?! and manhood.3?? This encounter is the only one in which Odysseus
is able to devise his escape strategy entirely by his own wit. Although he loses six comrades, and
despite the fact that his blinding of the Cyclops incurs the wrath of Poseidon, Odysseus exhibits
pride at his performance of meétis in escaping from Polyphemus.®?® Of all the monsters in the
Odyssey, the Cyclops’ voice is the closest to human speech, and it is as a result of this that Odysseus
can survive the monster by his own intellectual resources.3*

It may seem as though Circe is the most humanoid interlocutor, but this is not the case
when Odysseus and his men first arrive in Circe’s land. After their arrival, it is the divine
intervention of Hermes — not only with divine pharmacology but also with a divinely-named drug,
moly — that enables the success of the discourse between Odysseus and the dread goddess.®?°
Odysseus begins to ‘speak’ Circe’s ‘language’, communicating his heroic power to her by use of
drugs, and he does so with a drug whose name is unavailable in the mortal tongue. As Clay writes,

‘Moly and the Planktai remain nameless among men because they are unknown to mortals.”3%

Hermes, with his gift of moly, thereby enables Odysseus a temporary access to divine language,

321 edddprog, Od. 9.187.

322 gvmp, Od. 9.187. Although Odysseus introduces Polyphemus as a godlike man in 9.187, he immediately thereafter
describes him as a monstrous marvel and not at all like a man: xai yap 6o’ £tétokTo TEADPLOV, 0VE ddKel Avdpi ye
ooy (9.190-192). See Reinhardt (1996) 77-79 on the ways in which Odysseus’ first-person narrative here
amplifies the sense of marvel and wonder of the landscape in particular. Cf. Chapter 1, 54-56 on Hesiod’s descriptions
of Echidna as both godlike and completely unlike the gods.

33 0d. 12.211-212.

324 The relationship | posit is not a purely causal one: it is not merely because Polyphemus’ voices is
anthropomorphic that Odysseus can single-handedly evade the monster. Rather, it is the voice that reveals the
monster’s negotiability and that offers Odysseus the possibility of discourse, something which in turn offers
Odysseus good opportunity to utilise his meétis.

325 Cf. Segal (1968) 426 who argues that Odysseus’ own human character is as much responsible for Circe’s change
as Hermes’ drug is.

326 Clay (1972) 128.
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knowledge, and communication. These are the tools which enable him to develop a successful,
productive relationship with Circe.

We know that Circe speaks in a human tongue, for Odysseus describes her in the first
instance as Kipxm gumiokapog, detvi) Bedc avdnesoa.?’ But we also know that she sings. Song is
the first mode in which we hear Circe’s voice. The dread goddess speaks both the language of gods
and mortal Greek, and she furthermore enacts communication by means of divine magic. Odysseus
can understand her, can learn from her words, but this discourse is only made possible by means
of Hermes’ gift, a sliver of divine language. Before the use of moly, Odysseus cannot access his
meétis (Od. 10.193) and the lamenting men cannot access their logos (Od. 10.202).328 And until
Hermes intervenes on Odysseus’ behalf, Circe speaks with enchantments and potions rather than
with advice and prophecy. These are potions which would, if used on Odysseus, would annihilate
his own capacity for speech — by transforming his body into that of an animal.

Odysseus’ access to discursive exchanges with monsters decreases significantly after his
departure from Circe’s palace. Hopman persuasively describes the blockages in Odysseus’ voice
and speech-making capacity when the ship approaches the Sirens:

In Book 12, right before the Scylla tale, the Sirens narrative includes remarkably few

instances of direct or indirect speech uttered by Odysseus. The episode is initially

dominated by the ‘windless calm’ (12.168-9) that falls as the ship approaches the island
and then by the Sirens’ voices, whose “clear-sounding song’ (12.183) is first evoked by
the narrator Odysseus (12.181-3) and later quoted in direct speech (12.184-91). By
contrast, Odysseus and his men utter no articulate sound. Odysseus has preemptively
cancelled out the power of his own words by putting wax in his companions’ ears and

ordering them to disobey should he implore them to set him free (12.160-4).

Subsequently he gestures and nods rather than speaks to signify his desire to be released

from his bonds (12.192-4). The men manage to escape, but it is due to a trick designed by
Circe rather than Odysseus. The powerful voice of the Sirens takes away the performative

327 0d. 10.136.
328 Hopman (2012) 43.
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capacity of human speech.3?°

The Sirens episode is often considered one of Odysseus’ great heroic successes, for he gains access
to the deathly song of the Sirens. Yet although the Sirens episode represents a success on the level
of the hero’s appetite for superhuman sensory experience — for this appetite is partially, temporarily
satisfied with Sirenic sound — Hopman’s observations reveal that the episode functions as a failure
of the hero’s own voice. Where the prophetic voice of Circe designs the structure of Odysseus’
behaviour, and where the Sirens sing the song of Odysseus, Odysseus himself is reduced to
speechlessness and passivity: the inability to speak, and therefore to act.3%

Hopman again usefully describes the soundscape of the Scylla narrative and the ways in
which it amplifies the monstrous voice over the heroic. Indeed, the soundscape posed by Scylla
and Charybdis, ‘an awful combination of natural and inarticulate human sounds’,*! precludes the
possibility of reply. The roaring, crashing, and thunder inevitably blot out any attempt of a human
voice to distinguish itself in an act of speech. The fact that human wailing, groans, and shouting
dominate the soundscape demonstrates one of the features of monstrosity we have also seen in this
chapter: the monster’s ability to reduce the human to something other than itself, particularly, the
animal. Both Polyphemus and Scylla, in their book-ending gestures of anthropophagy, turn the
human being into prey, revealing the fluidity with which the human can slide into the animal.

This slippage also develops on the sonic level, as the human soundscape is reduced to
inarticulate expressions of anguish and pain. The only articulated word that is heard through the

monstrous sounds is the name of Odysseus, cried out by Scylla’s victims: éue 8¢ @b¢yyovto

329 |bid., 43-44. See also Doherty (1995) 139 on Odysseus’ inability to reply to the Sirens’ song and the tension of
Odysseus’ narration of an encounter in which he could not himself vocalise.

330 |bid., 135 suggests a higher narrative autonomy to Odysseus, because his narration of Circe’s own voice and
designs ‘deprives “her” account of the relative autonomy that Helens’ tale of Odysseus retained.’

331 Hopman (2012) 44.
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Kodedvteg | E€ovopaxAndny, tote v Votatov, dyvouevor kijp (Od. 249-250). The exclamation of
Odysseus’ at the end of the Polyphemus episode (by Odysseus himself, as a boast) and at the end
of the Scylla episode (by the dying comrades of Odysseus, as an invocation) demonstrates the
sonic shift which has occurred throughout these monstrous encounters. Odysseus himself
transforms from guileful vocalist into helpless listener; the exclamation ‘Odysseus’ transforms
from a revelation of a trick to an unanswerable plea for help. Thus the voice lies at the heart of the
story told by and about the monsters in Books 9-12 of the Odyssey, and the relationship between
the voice of the hero and the voice of the monster mirrors the broader relationship between these
figures. The mode of monstrosity is in flux, and so is the hero’s capacity for both vocal and
behavioural response.33?

The eventual vocal and physical insurmountability posed by Scylla and Charybdis is
representative of the force that endows mythological monsters with their enchanting, fascinating
force in the cultural imagination of the Greeks. We as readers who come across monsters in texts
attempt to grapple with them: to figure out how their danger operates, what they signify, what they
represent. We thereby become readerly personifications of Odysseus, as we engage in discursive
interpretation of the monsters Odysseus meets. But just as Scylla and Charybdis disable Odysseus’
powers of monstrous mimicry and negotiation, their presence in the Odyssey reminds the audience
that the figure of the monster will always exist in a realm beyond legibility. The monster will
always transcend comprehension, language, and the human conception of the cosmic world within
and beyond the text. The Homeric monster continually provokes our desire to experience and

comprehend the monster; and yet, the Odyssey also frustrates that desire which it itself provokes.

332 See Graziosi and Haubold (2005) on the changes and developments in the Homeric cosmos. See also Marinatos
(2001).
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CHAPTER 3
MONSTERS IN GREEK LYRIC POETRY: VOICES OF DEFEAT

‘Herakles was watching him, his eyes still as a pond. They watched each other,
this odd pair.’

— Anne Carson®3
Introduction

The literary life of the monster continues to develop in the lyric poetry of the seventh to the fifth

centuries. Although lyric on the whole contains relatively few detailed representations of monsters

in comparison with the other genres examined in this thesis, lyric monsters do in fact offer

something unique within the Greek poetic tradition. This chapter explores the figure of the monster

as represented in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and Pindar’s Pythian Odes 1 and 12.

Although the works of these poets occupy very different narrative and stylistic realms, |
group them together for two primary reasons. The first is due to their mutual identification with
the open-ended genre that is lyric.33* The second is a response to the fact that the monster figure
in both Stesichorus and Pindar is characterised not in terms of the monster’s threat to the hero, but
rather in terms of the hero’s effect on the monster. In both of these poets, these effects are manifest
through the medium of the monster’s voice.

Lyric therefore offers a particularly rare perspective on the monster in Greek poetry. As
we have seen in Chapter 1, Hesiod’s Theogony presents the monster primarily in terms of its effect
on the cosmos. Chapter 2 explored the challenges that Polyphemus, the Sirens, Scylla and

Charybdis pose to the Homeric hero Odysseus. The monster in Greek tragedy, as we will find in

Chapters 4-5, is portrayed in terms of its effect on the polis and on the individual human self.

333 Carson (1998) 53.
334 On the difficulties of generic definition in general and the definition of lyric in particular, see Swift (2010) 6-34;
Budelmann (2009a); Calame (1998).
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These claims about the focalisation of the monster’s effects are generalisations, and
therefore are not absolute: there are indeed instances where monsters’ threats transcend these
categories that | delineate here. However, this general mapping provides a framework for
understanding the existential significance of the monster in each of the texts and traditions
examined in this thesis. Extant Greek lyric poetry sets itself apart from these figurations of the
monster, in that it presents a set of monsters who are characterised in terms of the impressions that
heroes and opponents have made upon them.

The first section of this chapter is dedicated to the voice of Geryon in Stesichorus’
Geryoneis. The fragmentary nature of the Geryoneis limits our readings of Geryon and his
opponent Heracles, but the arguments posed by this chapter respond to what is made available of
these figures in the extant fragments. Despite the limitations, it is clear that Stesichorus’ poem
explores the ways in which an oncoming threat from a hero affects the monster psychologically.
Geryon’s deliberation about his own mortality and his decision to fight Heracles illustrate the
presence and workings of the monster’s subjectivity in response to the actions and behaviours of
a hero. This subjectivity is enabled vividly through the poem’s direct quotation of the monster’s
coherent and civilised voice. Stesichorus depicts a monster with a humanoid sensibility, whose
voice utilises heroic rhetoric and sentiment. The absence of narrative attention to Geryon’s impact
on Heracles may well be due to the limited survival of the text; but the fragments of the Geryoneis
that do remain portray the hero’s impact on the monster rather than the monster’s impact on the
hero.

In Pindar’s poetry, the role of the monster exists at a slight narrative remove when
compared with the vivid Stesichorean presentation of Geryon. The figure of the monster in

Pindar’s poems regularly appears in a state of having-already-been-vanquished, rather than as a
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threat or a problem within the narrative. Pindar’s monsters therefore broadly function as trophies
that celebrate the glory of the hero. The exceptions to this are Chiron and Pholos, who are Centaurs
that are not descended from Ixion, and whose voices can even have ameliorative affects for the
listener; the Centaurs that are descended from Ixion (and Centaurus), are in fact portrayed as
socially transgressive and isolated monsters.

After brief consideration of Pindar’s Centaurs, | then explore Pindar’s depiction of the
monstrous sounds that come from Typhon and the Gorgons in Pythian 1 and 12 respectively. |
argue that Pindar’s representation of monstrous sound offers a complement to that which we find
in Stesichorus. Where Stesichorus presents the monster’s voice in its anticipation of an encounter
with the hero, Pindar presents the monster’s voice in response to its own defeat by the hero. The
crashing sounds of the subjugated Typhon and the lament of the immortal Gorgon sisters both
resound in response to heroic deeds and violence. In Stesichorus and Pindar, we encounter a
monstrous soundscape that is characterised, not by its impact upon the hero, but by the hero’s

impact upon the monster.

Part |: Stesichorus’ Geryoneis
Stesichorus’ Geryoneis offers one of Greek literature’s most resonant incarnations of the
monstrous voice, largely because it is one of the few extant Greek poems in which a monster
speaks in direct quotation.®*® The Geryoneis originally contained at least 1300 lines,**® delivered

in a double-short lyric metre,®¥" and it considers the tenth labour of Heracles. The Geryoneis gives

335 A second example of this is the direct quotation of Chiron’s voice in Pind. Pyth. 9.35-65. Homer’s Odyssey
arguably gives other examples in Odysseus’ accounts of the Cyclopes and the Sirens, but these are instances of the
narrator quoting Odysseus quoting monsters rather than direct quotations of the monsters themselves. Hesiod’s
Theogony directly quotes the Hundred-hander Cottus at Theog. 655-63.

33 There is indication of the 1300 line in the margin of fr. 25.36. Fragments of Stesichorus are here cited in the
numeration of Finglass.

337 Davies and Finglass (2014) 249-251; Haslam (1974).
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uniquely detailed attention to the inner subjectivity of the monster and places Geryon in direct
discourse with friends and family, rather than just in conversation with his heroic counterpart.3®
Monstrous voices typically appear in dialogue with, or aggression toward, some kind of hero, god,
or opponent; and although Geryon’s voice in the Geryoneis emerges in response to the oncoming
threat of Heracles, the poem situates the monster in dialogue outside of the encounter proper.

Most of all, this poem is unique in the Greek poetic tradition for the meditations on
monstrosity that are presented within the text. The Geryoneis is a poem whose envoicing of a
monster serves not simply to reverse the audience’s typical sympathies in the monster-hero
encounter, but rather to complicate, and ask its reader to consider, the nature of that encounter.
Stesichorus’ Geryoneis probes the interaction between monstrous and heroic subjectivities and the
larger cosmological questions posed by the figures of Heracles and Geryon.

In this chapter, I argue against the reading that the attribution of voice to Geryon results in
a clear reversal of conventional sympathies, whereby the monster becomes the hero and the hero
the monster.33 Instead, the Geryoneis reveals certain ambiguities about the monster’s semi-divine
identity and depicts him as having a heroic and pathetic disposition. As far as we can tell from
what remains, the Geryoneis presents a stealthy and silent Heracles, whose calculated feats of
monstrous destruction inspire both wonderment and awe: the hero is powerful enough to reduce a
three-bodied monster to the fragility of a drooping flower.

| argue that the sympathy that the poem applies to the monster is always matched by an
endowment of admiration and awe for the heroic Heracles. The Geryoneis offers a portrait of
monstrosity and heroism where the self-conscious yet confused monster is curious about but

unaware of his own nature. Geryon wonders about his identity and categorical position in the same

338 His mother Callirrhoe, and a male figure who is probably the herdsman Menoites. See Barrett (2007a) 13-14.
33 Franzen (2009) takes this stance. Cf. Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013).
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way people are wont to do about monsters. Just as the figure of the monster baffles and challenges
the human imagination, this monster functions as a source of existential confusion even to himself.
The deliberation in which the Geryoneis partakes, in its extant form, concerns the actions and
choices of the monster rather than the hero.

Heracles’ actions are not granted the same deliberation: the fulfilment of Heracles’ labour
is not one of the questions posed by the poem as we have it.3*° The Geryoneis nevertheless presents
a relationship between a monster and a hero who appear, in many ways, to function as
doppelgangers. All the categorical confusion that Geryon experiences also applies to Heracles, and
all the unknowns about his own role in the universe are shared by Heracles.

In what follows, | briefly discuss the place of the Geryoneis within Stesichorus’ extant
corpus. | then give a close-reading of Geryon’s language in the passage referred to as ‘Geryon’s
dilemma’ and the poppy simile. I conclude by demonstrating the metaphysical kinship between

Geryon and Heracles.

The Geryoneis in Context
The plot of the Geryoneis, as it remains, includes the following events: fragment 8 describes
Helios, the son of Hyperion, getting into his golden cup and Heracles going into a grove.*! An
unnamed group, perhaps Eurytion and his mother Erytheia,*? arrive at a divine island where the
Hesperides are located (fr. 10). Someone, presumably Menoites,3*® addresses Geryon, reminding

him of his parents Callirrhoe and Chrysaor (fr. 13). In fr. 15, Geryon urges Menoites not to attempt

340 Fr, 19 includes Heracles’ decision to fight Geryon by stealth, so the poem does include some small consideration
of the hero’s choices.

341 On the cup of the Sun, see Davies and Finglass (2014) 236-238 and Barrett (2007a) 20-21.

342 Davies and Finglass (2014) ad fr. 10.1-2.

343 |bid., ad fr. 13; Barrett (2007a) 13-14.
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to frighten him with a fear of death. This fragment contains ‘Geryon’s dilemma’, wherein Geryon
says that if he is immortal, it is better to let Heracles continue with his labour unchallenged, but if
Geryon is mortal, then he ought to fight rather than subject his progeny to shame and disgrace.
Geryon states that he is the son of Chrysaor, and then expresses a hope that the gods not wish death
or disgrace on him with regard to his cattle.

After this speech, fr. 16 features a speaker — presumably Callirrhoe, Geryon’s mother3* —
beseeching him and begging him to obey her. She continues her plea in fr. 17, with diction that
has reminded many readers of Hecuba’s appeal to Hector in lliad 22.79-89. She begins with a
conditional, “if | ever offered my breast’, but the fragment does not include a complete apodosis.
Athena then speaks to Zeus and urges him not to save Geryon from death, as he has promised (fr.
18). The narrative focalisation next switches to Heracles in fr. 19, where he determines to fight
against Geryon by stealth. This fragment includes Geryon standing against Heracles in full armour
(E]xev aomida mpdo[0’, line 12). Heracles then strikes one of Geryon’s heads, presumably with a
stone, and a helmet (tpvediet’, line 16) falls from one of the heads of Geryon, creating a loud
clattering noise. Heracles subsequently takes an arrow dipped in the venom of the slain Hydra, and
shoots it through Geryon’s brow. This arrow, with ‘divine dispensation’ (dai|povog aioat, lines 8-
9) cuts through flesh and bone, covering Geryon’s armour with blood. Geryon is then likened to a
poppy shedding its petals. Fragment 20 includes a second ambiguous object — perhaps a second
head of Geryon — and a club, presumably Heracles’. The remaining fragments do not clarify any
further plot matters: in fr. 22a, Heracles drinks something from a cup given to him by Pholos, the

centaur.3*

34 Ibid.; Budelmann (forthcoming) ad 16.1-2 and 4-9; Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 250. Cf. Castellaneta (2005) 30-34,
who takes Chrysaor as the speaker.
345 On Heracles and Pholos, see Stafford (2012) 68-70.
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Due to the loss of much of Stesichorus’ poetry, we lack a sophisticated understanding of
his poetic engagement with the figure of the monster and the depiction of voice in his other poems.
We do know, however, that Stesichorus composed poems about several other monsters (including
Cerberus and Scylla),3* though all of these poems are lost.®*” We may also begin to make sense
of the place of the speaking monster by reminding ourselves that Stesichorus’ work frequently
features direct quotation and dialogue. Geryon’s direct speech does not therefore imply that the
authorial voice sympathises unequivocally with the monster, since direct speech is typical of
Stesichorus’ poetry.34® Of course, we may wonder what the voice of Geryon would have sounded
like in early performances of the Geryoneis, and how the soundscape would have participated in
the depiction of its monster. Was the quality and sound of Geryon’s voice on the same aesthetic
plane as the voices of other characters, or was this an opportunity to create a vocally-distinct
character?®*® And how does this possibility for vocal coding in performance inform our
understanding of and sympathy for the monster?

Unfortunately, we lack sufficient information about the poem’s performance context to
understand whether Geryon’s voice itself would have sounded different from other Stesichorean
voices. For example, the debate over whether Stesichorus’ work was performed by a solo singer
or by a chorus reveals the extent of scholarly ignorance about what vocal conditions might have
accompanied early performances of the Geryoneis, much less the sonic of quality of Geryon’s

voice specifically.®* Although we cannot draw conclusions about extra-linguistic sound effects,

346 See Davies and Finglass (2014) 155 and 459-461 on Cerberus; 162 and 512-514 on Scylla.

347 Some of Stesichorus’ monsters can be accounted for by the fact that he is known to have written four or more
songs about Heracles. See Curtis (2011) x-xi and 21.

348 Barrett (2007a) 4.

349 For example, Jean Cocteau’s ‘Beast’ character in La Belle et la Béte speaks with a radically distinct voice
stylistically, sonically, and rhetorically. This difference in vocal register emphasises the Beast’s status as outside the
human sphere. And as the Beast becomes more and more acclimatised to human relationships, his voice changes.
350 Budelmann (forthcoming); Burkert (1987); Carey (2015); Davies and Finglass (2014) 23-32; Power (2010) 234-
243; West (1971); Willi (2008) 76-89.
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the text does offer material through which we may consider monstrous language, phrasing, and
metre.3%* Amidst all of the sonic unknowns and the vocal gaps that accompany this poem, we can
at least see that Geryon’s speech seems to fit normally within the metrical and therefore musical
scheme: his metre is entirely standard within the poem, and there is no explicit difference encoded
within the rhythm of his speech.3°?

This chapter attempts to treat the words of the monster, as well as the ways that other
characters speak to the monster, as analytical resources in order to determine whether this voice is
in any way distinct from Stesichorus’ presentations of human or divine voices. | demonstrate that
Geryon’s voice somewhat surprisingly operates within heroic discourse and conveys heroic
sentiments that will be familiar to readers of Homeric epic. | argue that Geryon’s heroic voice
participates in the poem’s larger project of destabilising the borders between hero and monster.
Indeed, Geryon’s voice and speech are the primary means by which Stesichorus reveals that, in
this particular monster-hero encounter, the monster and the hero are, in certain ways, interstitial
twins. Both Geryon and Heracles possess levels of humanity but never fully embody it, and they
define what it is to be human through their particular difference from it. In the case of Geryon and
Heracles especially, though also visible in other monster-hero encounters, their difference from
humanity — as well as their difference from animality and divinity — helps to define the human.
Both Geryon and Heracles occupy a similar no-man’s land of cosmological identity, and the
Geryoneis uses the voice of the monster in particular to show that these extraordinary hybrid,
masculine figures might in fact be parallels as well as opposites, kindred as well as enemy.

I will begin by examining the language in the speeches of Geryon in order to examine

Geryon’s manifestation of humanity or sympathy. Some scholars have taken the plot of the poem

351 Davies and Finglass (2014) 40-51.
352 Curtis (2011) 53 on the dactylic metre and 55-56 on the steady and regular rhythm. See also Phillips (2013).
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—e.g., the existence of a speech by Geryon and his mother, or the fact that Heracles seizes Geryon’s
cattle and thereby commits an act of theft — as sole grounds on which the level of sympathy for the
monster can be determined. These are insufficient grounds for such analysis. We must consider
the poem’s language and larger themes concerning issues of cosmic order and justice in
conjunction with the elements of the plot in order to more fully investigate the question of

sympathy.

The Monster in Dialogue
In what fragments remain, Geryon’s first speech is a response (arap[elBopevoc, fr. 15.2) to what

Menoites has said about Heracles: 33
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& amop[eBopevog
ToTEPQ [v»— Xpuodopog a-
Oavdrtolp [v—2 —vou—-

5 “un pot BG[vartov 2 — 22—
ta 8ediok[e(0) —wv——

ai pév ya[p v~ abdvatog ==
pon Koi ayn[paog — == —= —
10 &v Oldunfwr,
KpEoooV[(v) —=— L §-
Aeyyéa B[ —vv—
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353 Barrett (2007a) identifies the character as Menoites. If Barrett is correct, Davies and Finglass (2014) 267 suggest
that this would be preceded by Geryon announcing his will to fight Heracles followed by Menoites’ attempt at
dissuasion (rather than Menoites’ attempting to dissuade Geryon before he has even asserted his intention to fight).
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Geryon interprets Menoites’ speech as an attempt to generate a self-preserving fear in the monster,
whether or not we accept Barrett’s supplement that fills out the fragment as follows: ‘un pot
Bé[vatov Tpoipwv kpvdevta | dediok(e’ ayavopa Boudv’ (fr. 15.5-6). This is the only example in
early Greek literature wherein a human character tries to dissuade the monster from combat, and
does so specifically for the monster’s benefit. Also noteworthy is the fact that Menoites does this
out of benevolence for the monster, and makes his argumentative attempt on the premise of fear
(Geryon’s, dediok[e(0)). We can assume from Geryon’s response in fr.15.5-6 that Menoites
attempts to frighten Geryon by means of instilling fear of death (6a[vatov) in the monster.

What does this unusual conversation tell us about Stesichorus’ portrayal of this monster?
First of all, the conversation suggests that the monster-hero encounter is not in itself a narrative
necessity, at least from the perspective of characters within the narrative. Indeed, there seems to
be a possible, less noble choice for Geryon to suffer Heracles’ cattle-rustling insult without
engaging the hero in combat. Although the conclusion of Geryon’s dilemma results in the decision
to fight, the discourse between Menoites and Geryon suggests that the monster can, in fact, make
a choice about the nature of his interaction with the hero, and that the violence of the encounter
between monster and hero is therefore not automatic in the internal logic of this story (although

heroes, like Hector in Iliad 22, typically reject these pleas not to fight). This exchange renders the
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monster in a surprisingly human light. Through this conversation with Menoites, Geryon appears
to have a social relationship with a human character who displays sympathy and companionship
towards the monster. Geryon therefore distinguishes himself from the common monstrous
characteristic of wholesale antagonism toward human beings.

Through Geryon’s speech to Menoites, Stesichorus presents a world in which a monster
can have human companionship and can experience fear as well as engender it. This adds to the
complexity of the encounter between monster and hero. Furthermore, Barrett’s supplement of
kpvoevta >t — “chilling”** or “creepy’®® —in lines 5-6 to describe Geryon’s imagined experience of
death emphasises the sensory experience of dying for the monster. Curtis prints kpvogvta but notes
that this word is not absolutely certain, since only the ending (-ta) remains.®’ An alternative to
Barrett’s xpvoevta is Lazzeri’s otovoev]ta,®® which still emphasises a sensory experience of
death, albeit in a different way: the groaning death has a dual inflection, suggesting both the groan
of the dying individual as well as the metaphysical groan of death itself.

Even if we accept neither Barrett’s nor Lazzeri’s supplements, to kill a monster is not a
simple gesture of destruction without pathos: the monster undoubtedly demonstrates a self-conscious
awareness of the experience of death. On the contrary, to kill a monster means to inflict a sensory
experience of dying — perhaps one which can be described as ‘chilly’, ‘creepy’, or ‘groaning.’
Geryon characterises the prospect of death as a procedural sensory moment that reveals the monster’s

interiority through pain and fear.>*° Behind the encounter between Heracles and Geryon lie two

354 The phrase is particular to Geryon’s speech and is not an epic formula.
351 SJ s.v. xpvoeig. Segal (1985) accepts this supplement in his analysis.
36| frgE s.v. xpvoeig gives ‘schaurig, grausig’.

37 Curtis (2011) 121.

358 |_azzeri (2008) 116. Davies and Finglass print only the ending (-ta).
359 On pain in the death of Geryon, see Segal (1985) 195.
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individual subjectivities, which in turn provoke readers to consider the psychology of the monster
and the hero.

The sense of emotional interiority projected by Geryon in this speech makes a good case for
Barrett’s supplement, daydvopo Gopov (fr. 15.6). Page prints this supplement too, and although
Davies and Finglass do not, they validate it as ‘suitable.”®% They also note that there is a possible
alternative in tTArjpova Bvudv, ‘enduring spirit.” This alternative still provides similar linguistic
sense (‘enduring’ rather than ‘proud’) but lacks the epic formulaic echoes characteristic of
Stesichorus’ language. Although less formulaic, this phrase describes Odysseus at Iliad 5.670,
when the hero sees the Achaeans carrying Tlepolemus out of battle and becomes enraged. Neither
is printed by Curtis, who adds no supplement but in the commentary compares Hom. Od. 14.219,
which includes the phrase, o0 moté pot 0avatov TpotideceTo Budg Ay vEp.

Barrett’s supplement chimes with the simultaneously heroic and animalistic character of
Geryon. Geryon’s reference to his own ayavopa Bupov emphasises his own interiority, of which he
is self-conscious, and to which he gives the adjectival descriptor dydvopa. Ayfvep can convey ‘Mut,
heldenhafter oder kiihner Sinn’,*! but can also carry a sense of ‘headstrong, arrogant’,3%? as seen
when Apollo describes Achilles’ anti-social and damaging hyper-masculinity in the Iliad (24.39-
45).

Graziosi and Haubold’s article dealing with this phrase reveals the complexity of the formula
Bopog dynvop throughout the lliad.%®2 Their important conclusions for the sake of this chapter are
the following: first of all, that the possession of Qupog dynveop in Homeric heroes is both a sign of

a hyper-masculine, and even animalistic spirit, but the act of yielding to that Bvpog aynqvep brings

360 page (1973b); Davies and Finglass (2014) 271.
361 | frgE s.v. ayfvep, vol. 1, part 1.

362 |_SJ s.v. aynvop.

363 Graziosi and Haubold (2003).
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socially problematic consequences for masculine martial communities in the Iliad.3%* Secondly, in
both the Iliad and the Odyssey, the use of this formula often occurs at moments wherein the Bvpog
dyfqvop is managed and restrained for the good of the hero as well as his community.3% And
finally, when a Bvpog dyrvemp, or the sole adjective ayfvemp, is applied to admirable Iliadic heroes
as well as hubristic suitors, the word or phrase almost always conjures a sense of ‘excessive
masculinity’3¢® over this wide spectrum of referents.

Geryon’s likely use of the phrase Oupog aynvop reveals that this monster has, in his own
estimation, something which monsters do not typically possess in Greek literature: he has a thumos,
and therefore should be considered psychologically akin to a heroic brand of humanity more than
animality. This self-attribution of a 6vuoc daynvop reveals not only that Stesichorus’ Geryon
considers himself within the established discourse of the hero rather than the monster, but also that
he uses a heroic descriptor that betrays the very ambiguity of heroism: the hero always verges on
lack of restraint and on violent excess, as does the monster.

Geryon’s use of Bupog aynvep, in other words, does not only demonstrate the heroism at
work within the monster, but rather the true metaphysical kinship between monster and hero in
this particular encounter. It is hard to imagine a more fitting monster than Geryon to represent this
excessive kinship, since he is a monster who is physically composed of manly excess, with his
tripled human body. The attribution of a Bvpog dyfvep to a monster may at first glance seem
surprising, but it is only fitting that there is too much masculinity in the spirit of this creature,
whose tripled body literalises the very metaphor. And if we follow Graziosi and Haubold in

thinking that this formula is often, in Homer, used in moments when its heroic referent puts himself

%4 1bid., 67.
%3 1bid., 73.
%6 1bid.
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in danger by yielding to his Qupog ayfvmp, then Geryon’s speech (as supplemented by Barrett)
bears a pathetic foreshadowing trace of his fate through the very associations of his language.

In the ‘dilemma of Geryon’ (fr. 15), Geryon’s speech goes on to engage with the much-
debated question of his mortality,*®” and how that should affect his decision to fight Heracles.
Whether or not we take the view that Geryon must be aware of his own mortality (as does
Rozokoki), we can still see that Geryon’s speech reveals his own self-awareness. In Geryon’s
dilemma, the monster contemplates his cosmic place in the universe. Geryon’s self-reflection
reveals that he is aware of his categorical ambiguity due to his hybrid parentage.

Geryon’s dilemma is placed directly before the hero-monster encounter, and therefore
amplifies the ambiguity of heroism itself. Geryon’s speech emphasises the metaphysical
‘unknowns’ regarding the relationship between hero and monster. Whether Geryon gives voice to
a real, practical dilemma, or a metaphorical one, the effect is the same: a monster raises the
question of his own interstitial status. In other words, whether Geryon truly does not know the
status of his own mortality, or if he knows but rhetorically poses the ‘dilemma’ to accentuate the
possibilities of the outcome and the righteousness of his choice, the text that remains gives us a
monster thinking about what it means to exist in an ambiguous space on the continuum between
man, animal, and god. And while the presence of monsters always poses these questions in the
texts they occupy, it is rare for the monster himself — rather than the reader — to do the wondering.

An element of Geryon’s speech that emphasises his humanity is his self-identification
within a mortal genealogy, mentioning his potential children and descendants as well as his

(probably) mortal father, Chrysaor.3%® The rules about hybrid offspring of mortal and immortal

367 See Davies and Finglass (2014) 272-273 on 15.8-24, for a discussion of the different stances on the issue. Cf.
Barrett (2007a) 15, Barrett (2007b) 26-27, Page (1973b) 149-150, and Rozokoki (2009).
368 On Chrysaor’s mortality, see Chapter 1, 54-55 and Chapter 3, 139-140.
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parents are not completely absolute — as exemplified in Hesiod’s Theogony.®* Furthermore, as a
result of the malleability of myth, there is further uncertainty as to whether Chrysaor himself is
granted immortality in this version of the myth, with no Stesichorean text weighing in on
Chrysaor’s mortal status. As a result, the issue of Geryon’s (im)mortality is reflected even in the
textual criticism of the line 3-4 of fr. 15. Prest attaches aOavdroto to Callirhoe alone, and Barrett
attributes the word to both Chrysaor and Callirhoe;3"° Davies and Finglass come to the conclusion
that it should not apply to Chrysaor.3"

While Rozokoki finds it unfeasible that Geryon would be unaware of his own mortality,
the issue of monstrous mortality is not nearly as unambiguous as she makes it seem.®’2 Unlike
mortal humans and immortal gods, monsters are neither universally mortal nor immortal, and their
genealogies shed little light on the issue. Hesiod’s depiction of the mortal Chrysaor and immortal
Pegasus — twin brothers — illustrates the ambiguity surrounding mortality that exists within
Geryon’s own immediate family.

The Hesiodic genealogy of this particular family is furthermore full of irregularities.
Although Davies and Finglass identify Pegasus as an ‘exception’,®® so too might we identify his
mother Medusa, since she is the only mortal Gorgon (Hes. Th. 277-278; Pindar Pyth. 12), which
would imply that any genetic patterning of the mortality trait in this family tree is non-existent. In
this case, and more broadly, monsters are exceptional by their very nature: their aberrance from
regularity is part of what constitutes monstrosity.3’* Geryon’s uncertainty about the status of his

mortality adds pathos to his monstrous existence. Through their hybridity, monsters in general

369 See Chapter 1, 53-55.

370 Barrett (2007a) 12; Prest (1989).

371 Davies and Finglass (2014) ad 15.3-4.

372 Rozokoki (2008).

373 Davies and Finglass (2014) ad 15.3-4.

374 Of course, there are species of monsters, such as Centaurs, Sirens, Gorgons, Graiae, Erinyes, to name a few.

140



disrupt and call into question categorical certainty. Geryon’s dilemma offers a meditation of this
categorical disruption as applied to the nature of the self — Geryon’s own self. Geryon experiences
this uncertainty on a more personal level, in his own identity and its subsequent ambiguity for his
own immediate future.

Regardless of where one stands on the specific implications of the conditions of Geryon’s
dilemma, it is clear that his speech frames him as an interstitial being. He invokes his possible
connections on Mount Olympus (15.9-10) as well as his possible conventional, mortal offspring
(15.22-24). Both utterances reorient Geryon within divine and human sociality: the emphasis on
his genos has a ‘naturalising’ effect, as if Geryon might participate in normative mortal
procreation.3™

Other scholars have noted that the speech of Geryon’s mother Callirhoe (16 and 17)
imitates the speech of Hecuba in lliad 22;3® | suggest that this rhetoric thereby likens Geryon’s
family to a human one, and furthermore likens Geryon’s struggle to the human struggle of Hector.
The humanity of this family relationship is amplified both by Callirhoe’s language and by its
literary human antecedents in Hecuba and Hector. This family discourse, paired with Geryon’s
anticipation of possible offspring, seems to place him within a notably human, or at least non-
monstrous, familial framework. This humanoid family life has the effect of overriding and
distracting from Geryon’s inherent monstrosity. His focus on potential offspring distracts us from
the ambiguities that surround a monster’s procreation, such as the form and cosmic function of his
offspring. He bypasses the questions: If Geryon were to reproduce, would he beget winged, triple-

bodied beings like himself? Or would his offspring take on completely unique forms, since the

375 This is not to suggest that monsters cannot procreate, but rather to suggest that Geryon’s description of possible
offspring seems notably human.
376 Budelmann (forthcoming) ad 17; Kelly (2015) 37-39; Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 250.
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distribution of physiognomies in his family line show little family resemblance? And what sort of
animal, person, or god would be his mate? These questions demonstrate that the issue of monstrous
procreation is hugely ambiguous, though Geryon treats it (in as much of his speech as we have) as
quotidian enough not to require further elaboration.

What few words we have from Geryon all contribute to a highly elevated dramatisation of
the relationship between monster and hero. | have attempted to show that Geryon’s voice reveals
the existential affinity between this particular monster and the heroic world. | have argued that
Stesichorus’ Geryoneis offers an entirely unique window into a monstrous subjectivity. This poem
portrays a monster who himself exhibits the same kind of uncertainty about his place in the
universe as he might summon in the reader of Stesichorus’ text. | have attempted to treat Geryon’s
voice as the premiere site through which these metaphysical meditations on monstrosity are
negotiated, noting that the voice of this monster has no discernible metrical, phraseological or
rhetorical dissonance from the rest of the poem. Geryon’s is not a sonically monstrous voice, but
rather a voice that conjures sympathy, confusion, and complexity in a more profound way than
seen elsewhere in monster and hero encounters in Greek poetry. This sympathy which Stesichorus
cultivates for Geryon challenges the binary of hero and monster, but the voice of Geryon does not,
as Christina Franzen has argued, simply reverse the monster and hero roles.*”’

Franzen argues that the envoicing of Geryon elevates the narrative of the ‘loser’ and
transcends the basic privileging of the hero alone. This does not mean, however, that the extant
text enacts a clean role reversal, just as the sympathy for Polyphemus in the Odyssey does not

transform Odysseus into a monster and Polyphemus into a hero.®’® By giving voice to Geryon,

377 Franzen (2009); Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013); see also Page (1973b) 150, who takes the likeness to Sarpedon as part
of Stesichorus’ project of making Geryon ‘a noble and sympathetic person’, but does not claim that this is a simple
hero-monster reversal. Cf. Segal (1985) 193-194.

378 See Chapter 2, 82-94.
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Stesichorus allows an interstitial being to speak about his own categorical liminality and
consequent relationship to broad cosmological questions, which are of central thematic interest in
the poem. It is true that Heracles is a complex hero who has monstrous qualities both here and
elsewhere in Greek literature. He is capable of superhuman violence; he is, at a point, a sufferer of
madness; he disrupts categories by behaving like man, animal, and god;’® and here, he uses clever
and subtle tactics to defeat his enemy, Geryon.*®° But these qualities are not amplified in the
Geryoneis by its envoicing of the monster, nor by its (silent) representation of Heracles.
Geryon’s use of heroic rhetoric and Heracles’ violent behaviours are not the only features
that connect these two and confuse the categories of monster and hero. What Michael Silk says of
the tragic Heracles could equally be said of Geryon: he ‘lies on the margins between human and
divine; he occupies the no-man's-land that is also no-god's-land; he is a marginal, transitional or,
better, interstitial figure.”*®! Indeed, several of the claims made so far about Geryon’s existential
identity can be equally and precisely applied to Heracles. Geryon may be triple-bodied, but
Heracles’ body is clothed in the lion skin, which depicts him as a visually hybrid body.
Furthermore, Heracles wears a monstrous toolbelt: he carries a club®®? and uses the venomous
blood of the Hydra against Geryon.*® The use of the Hydra’s poison on Heracles’ arrows indicates
that Heracles employs monstrous technology to enact violence, which sits in stark contrast to
Geryon’s conventionally heroic armour.#* And just as Geryon’s cosmic significance is ambiguous

to the monster himself — he seems human at times, divine at times,3° and animalistic at other

37 For discussion of these Heraclean qualities, see Chapter 5, 203-210.

380 On these qualities of Heracles in tragedy, see Foley (1985) 149-205.

381 Silk (1985) 5.

382 See Chapter 2, 89-90 for the discussion of the club in Od. 9.

383 See Chapter 5, 208-213 for discussion of the philtre in Soph. Trach.

384 On the connotations of the bow and hoplite armour in combat, see Foley (1985) 169-175; Detienne (1968);
Vidal-Naquet (1968); Bond (1981) ad 158; Galinsky (1972) 10-14.

385 Cf. Pindar’s characterisation of Heracles as divine in Nem. 3.22. On the semi-divinity of Heracles, see Stafford
(2012) 171-197.

143



times — this is perhaps even more vividly the case for Heracles. Just as Silk claims that ‘the
Heracles myth... is all contradiction itself’,38 so too is the Geryon myth.

It is no surprise that the envoicing of monsters results in more categorical confusion than
categorical clarification. Furthermore, it is useful to consider the relationship between content and
form as concerns the Geryoneis. The formal muddling of rhetorical representation of monster and
hero, rather than the simple reversal of the two roles, is actually quite fitting due to the general
function of monsters in literary texts. Monsters resist, challenge, and problematise categories for
the internal world of their narratives, and this often manifests itself through the linguistic and
formal representation of monstrosity. Noussia-Fantuzzi points out that the similar depictions of
Geryon and the Iliadic Hector add pathos to the monster by pointing out the fact that both
characters suffer devastating deaths in their own homelands.3¥” But Homeric overlaps, whether
they are intertextual or merely formulaic,®® are multifaceted in what they activate in audience
response to the Geryoneis. Just as his links to Hector add pathos to Geryon, the overlaps with the
Homeric Polyphemus serve an opposing function, to add monstrosity to Geryon.3® Whether this
connection speaks to the mythology of the Cyclops broadly or the Homeric episode specifically,
there is a clear connection between Geryon and Polyphemus, and this connection adds a trace of
monstrosity to Geryon.3%

These two monsters share so much: Geryon is a master of cattle, where Polyphemus is a

master of sheep and rams. They both have bodies of excess: Geryon is triple-bodied and

386 Silk (1985) 19.

387 Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 251.

388 See Kelly (2015) for the argument that Stesichorus gives the first purely intertextual engagement with Homer in
Greek poetry.

389 polyphemus is the monster who is endowed with the greatest level of sympathy in the Odyssey. See Chapter 2,
83-95.

3% Willi (2008) 94-97. See Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 242 on ‘the propensity towards moral complexity seen in
Homeric epic’ regarding Hector and Polyphemus.
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Polyphemus’ is giant-bodied.®! Both are envoiced monsters whose homes are visited and attacked
by a hero on a larger quest, and therefore their voices, speaking in response to the invasions, are
where their humanity shines through. Both are related to Poseidon, and Polyphemus is Geryon’s
biological uncle. What we have of Geryon’s speech very likely indicates that even he is unsure of
his own mortality: he may talk like a man, and look like a monster, but attempting to fit him into
one category or the other is problematic both for the audience of the poem and for the monster
himself. Both Polyphemus and Geryon, through their metaphysical resemblance to the heroes they
battle, demonstrate that the most thoroughly developed monster-hero encounters include heroes
and monsters who resemble one another.

Despite all these thematic overlaps, the Geryoneis and the Odyssey focalise this semi-
permeability between monster and hero somewhat differently. Whilst the account of Odysseus’
encounter with Polyphemus in Odyssey 9 reveals the ways in which the Odyssean hero has to
behave like the monster to survive his attacks,3%? Stesichorus’ presentation of Geryon emphasises

the ways in which the monster is akin to the hero.

The Death of Geryon
The death of Geryon also offers insights into this creature’s levels of monstrosity. The manner of
his death simultaneously evokes pity for the monster and admiration for the hero. As we have
already discussed, the slaughter of Geryon is not in fact Heracles’ specific labour, but rather a
consequence of the way in which the monster responds to Heracles’ fulfilment of said labour: with
honourable battle. This depiction of the hero’s impact on the monster reminds Stesichorus’ readers

that behind the heroic feat there is a defeat; behind the human exploit is often an uncomfortable

391 Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 246.
392 See Chapter 2.
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and an uncertain price.

While the pathos attributed to Geryon demonstrates the humanity present in the monster,
the manner of Geryon’s death also exemplifies his monstrosity. The way in which Heracles devises
to kill Geryon demonstrates that Geryon is an enemy whose defeat requires a certain level of
violent effort, and his inability to kill Geryon by conventional means functions as a result of the

monster’s existential alterity:3%

w o] oD KEPSIOV 1V
=2 —=22gvro AdBpon molepe[iv
= Ulkparondt: (fr. 19.7-9)

The language reveals that Heracles’ choice to engage with the monster by stealth is largely due to
the strength and power of his opponent (icportondi).>* The poem thereby depicts Geryon both as a
monster to be vanquished and as a powerful man to be battled.3%

The poem’s emphasis on Geryon’s humanity notwithstanding, the means of Heracles’
slaughter of Geryon emphasises Geryon’s monstrosity. The metaphor of the arrow-heads reminds
the reader of Geryon’s multiplicity of heads, not otherwise signalled through the sounds of his
voice.®%® And while Page claims that Heracles’ application of the Hydra’s poison to the arrow-
head is ‘excessive’, it is clear that technology is important in the vanquishing of monsters.®*’ The
fact that Heracles must resort to supernatural technology to defeat Geryon adds to the sense that

he is neither man, god, nor animal, but very much a monster, since basic human weapons would

3% This is also the case in Odysseus’ survival of Polyphemus and the Sirens.

3% On the role of cunning in heroic defeats of monsters, see Clare (1998).

3% See Franzen (2009) 64 for the view that the decision to fight by stealth is part of Stesichorus’ monstrous
depiction of Heracles.

3% Budelmann (forthcoming). See also Davies and Finglass (2014) 53-54.

397 See Chapter 2 on Odysseus’ use of technology in the vanquishing of monsters. Cf. the philtre from the centaur
Nessus in Soph. Trach. 555-577, where Nessus’ blood serves as poison because the centaur has himself been
poisoned by Heracles’ arrows dipped in Hydra blood. On Stesichorus’ representation of technology and monsters, as
compared with Homer and Hesiod, see Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 252.
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not suffice in combat to defeat him:
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The poppy simile has been written about at length, and one of the most common observations about
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the simile is that it lends pathos to the dying monster.>*® However, the straightforward view of the
simile overlooks the fact that the poppy simile also celebrates the hero and his means of violence.
When Geryon, the mighty monster, crumbles like a flower, we witness the remarkable precision and
success of the Hydra’s poison and Heracles’ execution. The neatness and silence (otydi, 19.36) of
the hero is often overlooked in the poppy simile, largely because the attention is directed to the
experience of the monster rather than the action of hero. The focalisation of the simile therefore
functions not only to make the monster seem sympathetic, but also to portray the resourceful
perfection of Heracles, who performs under divine dispensation (8ai- | povog oicou, 19.38-39).3%°
Furthermore, Heracles’ utilisation of the Hydra’s poison directs our attention to the context of
Heracles’ labours, because it contextualises Geryon within a series of Heracles” monstrous foes — in
particular, multi-headed monsters, like the Hydra.

The use of the Hydra’s poison brings out Geryon’s own resemblance to the Hydra, since he
wields multiple heads and antagonises Heracles in his labours. Indeed, Geryon’s death requires a
remarkable range of methods of violence. But just as this fragment recalls that Geryon operates
within a larger cast of monstrous characters defeated by Heracles, Geryon nevertheless remains
radically different from other monsters. His difference is located around the site of the monster’s
heads: the part of the monstrous body where the Hydra’s poison strikes, and where his intellect and
voice reside. The fact that Heracles presumably has to use a different weapon for each head (he
seems to take the first with a club and the second or third with the arrow) adds to the sense that this
is a multifaceted creature. Heracles cannot attack Geryon in a uniform manner, but must stealthily

and intellectually craft his attack (AdOpou moAepe[iv, 19.8) to target each individual head.*®

3% Budelmann (forthcoming) ad fr. 19; Kelly (2015) 36-42; Noussia-Fantuzzi (2013) 237, 252; Franzen (2009) 71.
399 Cf. Curtis (2011) 143, who thinks that the ‘decreed fate’ for Geryon ‘may add pathos to the monster’s plight.’
400 Barrett (2007a) 19-20.
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Geryon’s vocal self-representation amplifies the ‘human’ aspects of his identity, and
Heracles’ method of killing Geryon in turn emphasises the strange monstrosity of the creature and
the impressive agency and strategy of the hero. In giving voice to the monster, Stesichorus’
Geryoneis offers a meditation on the nature of monstrosity itself, enacted through the medium of
the monster’s own voice.

We have seen that Books 9-12 of Homer’s Odyssey portray a hero using his voice to narrate
and ventriloquise his encounters with monsters. Stesichorus’ Geryoneis instead uses the monster’s
own voice as a medium which reflects not only the monster’s questions about his own ontological
status, but also the impact of heroic ventures and violence upon the monster. Geryon’s
anthropomorphic subjectivity is broadcast by means of his humanoid voice. The ambiguous status
of the hero’s violence is articulated through the complex imagery of Geryon’s death. In this way,
Stesichorus’ Geryoneis further develops the figure of the monster as established in Odyssey 9.
Through the directly quoted voice of Geryon, Stesichorus’ poem pushes the monster figure further

into the realm of humanoid subjectivity, all the while retaining his monstrous alterity.

Part I11: Vanquished Monsters in Pindar
The lack of a strong generic coherence across the entire corpus of Greek lyric presents a challenge
for this thesis, which attempts to examine the role of the monstrous voice within a range of literary
genres. Where the monster provides much of the drama of the heroic narrative in Greek epic, and
emerges as a representative of major social crises and threats in Greek tragedy, the monster in
Greek lyric poetry fulfils a less obviously classifiable function — largely because Greek lyric itself
remains a less easily classifiable genre. There are limits, therefore, to the arguments that can be

made regarding the role and development of the monster figure in Greek lyric.
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My argument here is built of observations from Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and Pindar’s
Pythian 1, 2, 3, and 12. Although I identify a broad pattern across these works, I do not attempt to
claim that lyric as a genre has a singular or cohesive presentation of the monster figure.*** The loss
of most of the Geryoneis furthermore prevents me from claiming that lyric per se emphasises the
hero’s impact on the monster. This, nonetheless, is what we find in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and
Pindar’s various descriptions of monsters. There are, however, key differences in each poet’s
rendering of this impact: where Stesichorus emphasises the monster’s subjectivity in anticipation
of fighting the hero, Pindar emphasises the monster’s subjectivity in response to defeat by the hero.
The monstrous voice in Stesichorus is humanoid, linguistic, and sympathetic; but the monstrous
voice that expresses the hero’s impact is typically sonic, as Pindar presents a belching Typhon and
lamenting Gorgons.

The focalisation on monster and hero also shifts in Pindar. The role of the monster is always
secondary to that of the mythical hero (and secondary also to the particular victor of whom Pindar
sings). While this aspect of contingency may be generally applicable to some degree in the function
of most monsters in Greek literature — monsters, of course, most often emerge in their relation to

their heroic or divine antagonists — Pindar’s monsters serve specifically as rhetorical accessories

401 Examples of monsters in lyric poetry which are mentioned without detail include the following: Alcman fr. 1 and
Pindar fr. 94b have Sirens; Alcman 56 refers to Argus, but only as Hermes’ epithet as slayer of Argus; and Alcman
89 refers to sea monsters. Alcaeus makes frequent reference to pre-Olympian gods. Alcaeus 42 mentions Chiron.
Pind. fr. 249c S-M mentions Cerberus and gives him one hundred heads, as opposed to the more usual three; and
Cerberus also appears in Pind. frr. 70b, 249ab, 81 S-M, Pind. Dith. 2, and Bacchyl. 5.56-62. Pindar also mentions
Amazons at Ol. 8.47, 13.87; Nem. 3.38; fr. 172.5, Centaurs at Pyth. 3.1, 3.45, 3.63, 4.102-103, 4.115, 9.29, 9.38 (some
of which are discussed in this chapter); Nem. 3.48 and 53, 4.60; Isth. 8.41, a Cyclops at Dith. 1.6 and ‘Cyclopean’, fr.
169a.7, Geryon at Isth. 1.13, fr. 81.2, and 169a.6, Giants at Pyth. 8.17 and Nem. 1.67 and 7.90, Gorgons at Dith. 1.5,
Ol. 13.63, Pyth. 10.46, and Nem. 10.4, Pegasus at Ol. 13.64; Isth. 7.44, Typhon at Ol. 4.7; Pyth. 8.16; fr. 93.2.
Simonides 522 mentions Charybdis as a metaphor for oblivion. Simonides 595 mentions Sirens’ voices, and 587
mentions Centaurs. In elegy, Theognis 173-178 mentions sea creatures, and Theognis 541-542 mentions Centaurs
(as extinct). Xenophanes 1 refers to Centaurs and Giants as old fictions.
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to the praise of the hero. In Pythian 1 and 12, a likeness between the mythical hero and the victor
is implied, and so the destruction of the monster also constitutes the glory of the victor. Pindar’s
monsters therefore are not presented as threats or active participants within the drama of the
epinician, but rather as trophies in celebratory recollection of the hero’s might. Monsters comprise
part of the story of the hero’s power and superhuman accomplishments. This is unsurprising, due
to the nature of epinician poetry, which serves to praise the excellence and accomplishments of
the laudandus. %

Pindar therefore nestles the monster at a great remove from the narrative present of the
poem. The monsters in his odes belong not only to the hero’s own mythical past that predates the
events described in the odes, but also to the mythical past that predates the present achievement of
the victor. There is no immediacy to the monsters in Pindar’s poetry, because these monsters serve
as supplements to the mythic analogy to the victor’s success. In this section, | describe the ways
in which Pindar situates his monsters in a teleological framework, wherein the monster is described
always in reference to its defeat. | discuss Pindar’s use of myth in general,*®® followed by his
depictions of Centaurs, Typhon, and the Gorgons.

Although Pindar’s poetry engages with figures and narratives of myth, the act of bestowing
the identity of monsters with complexity or power would conceivably detract from his mission of
praising heroes. The less subjectivity and intricacy the monster possesses, the more straightforward
the glory of the hero can be — and therefore the more unquestionable the praise of the victor can
be, by association. We have seen how Geryon’s depth of interiority in Stesichorus has served to

complicate the role of the hero and to place the monster and the hero into a dialogue of

402 On the connection between the myths in Pindar and the victors, see Crotty (1982) and Bowra (1964) 278-316. Cf.
Segal (1986) 130-131.
408 Cf. K6hnken (1971).
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metaphysical dyadism and moral ambiguity. Pindar’s lyric is fundamentally engaged with human
excellence and potential, which in turn invokes questions about the borders and limits of humanity
as a category. In dealing with these questions, Pindar focuses more attention on the near-divinity
and heroism of man — rather than, say, the animality of humankind, or the humanity of the gods —

while always being careful not to step impiously too far in the valorisation of the human subject.%*

Centaurs
Centaurs function as one of the most frequently recurring types of monsters in Pindar, though their
depictions throughout the Odes situate them in an unusual cosmic position.*®> Chiron appears in
various odes (in particular Pythian 2, 3, and 9) as a wise creature who is endowed with subjectivity
and who behaves as a benevolent friend to the gods.*® Chiron here as elsewhere in Greek literature
lacks one of the more frightening qualities of the monster figure generally, which is malevolence
against humans or Olympian gods.

Still, I group centaurs within the collection of vocal monsters in Pindar for two reasons. First,
centaurs are hybrid-bodied creatures. Secondly, Pythian 2.30-48 presents the emergence of centaurs
as a portent directed toward humanity. The poet, after describing Ixion’s transgression, characterises
the emergence of Centaurs as a nonverbal message (&yysAiav) to humanity.*%” In this instance, the

connection between monstrosity and voice takes on a different inflection.*%® Pindar situates the figure

404 Griffith (2009); Currie (2005).

405 See Chapter 3, 150 n. 400 for list of Centaur mentions in Pindar.

406 See Halliwell (2008).

407 See Bowra (1937) 21-22 for Ixion’s transgressions as a metaphor for the dangers of ingratitude. See Goddard
(1922) 104 for the message symbolised by the Centaurs.

408 See Grimm (1962) 4-6 for discussion of the term ddkoc in this poem and its monstrous associations elsewhere.
Pindar’s use of ddxog indicates that the more immediate, threatening monster is his slanderers, rather than a mythical
beast.
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of the Centaur itself as a message — in turn, a kind of voice — and thus depicts the monster as a means
of communication in itself:
€V O’ AQUKTOLGL YULOTTES UG
TEGMV TAV TOAVKOIVOV AVESEENT  AyyeAiay.
dvev ot Xapitwv tékev yovov veppiaiov
uéva Kot povov odt’ £V Av-
dpact YepaospOpov obT’ &v Bedv vopoig
Tov dvopale Tpdeotca Kéviavpov, 6¢
irmolor Mayvnridecoty éuetyvot’ €v IaAiov
oQLPOIG, K O™ €YEVOVTO GTPATOC
Do paoeTdHS, AUPOTEPOIS
Opoiot Tokedot, TO LaTPOBEV PV
Katw, 10, 6 Vmepbe matpog. (Pyth. 2.41-48)
Pindar’s version of this myth presents a mind-boggling number of hybridities that begin even before
this excerpt of the poem. The cloud that appears as the goddess Hera, through Zeus’ trickery,
represents a combination of divine and natural elements. It is not simply a cloud, for its intercourse
with Ixion bears a child: Centaurus, whose exact existential identity is not articulated in the poem.
Centaurus is characterised as socially and religiously transgressive, for he participates in unnatural
couplings with mares and thereby engenders the race of centaurs.*®® The origin of the figure of the
centaur is therefore always accompanied by a particularly monstrous serving of transgression and
hybridity, even though Chiron behaves as a friend to man and god.**® Centaurs’ very existence,
according to Pindar, is a portentous message, dyyeiiov, about transgression that bears traces of

unnatural couplings and problematic desires: &v &’ AQVUKTOIGL YVI0TESAIS | TEGOV TAV TOAVKOIVOV

avedégat’ ayyeliav (Pyth. 2.41-42).

409 See Grimm (1962) on the themes of animals and hunting in Pythian 2. On how Centaurs’ social transgressions
place them in great contrast with humanity, see Gentili (1995) 50.

410 Chiron is evidently the exception that proves the rule. See Gentili et al. (1995) ad 43 for discussion of the figure
of the Centaur (though not Chiron) as a kind of double of Ixion: Centaurs and Ixion both become isolated from gods
and mortals.
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Unlike most monsters in the Greek mythological tradition, Chiron is benevolent and poses
no threat to humanity. He is characterised simultaneously as a beast (¢fip’) and a source of healing
in Pythian 3:

"HOelov Xeipwvd ke D1AAvpioay,

ELYPEDV TOVO" QUETEPAG GO YAMG-

oag KooV eb&achot €moc,

Coewv TOV dmoyduevov,

Ovpavida yovov gupouédovta Kpovov,

Baooarsi T apyewv ITariov efip’ dypdtepov
voov Exovt’ avopdv @ilov: 010¢ Env Bpéyev ToTé

TEKTOVO VOOLViaG
HUEPOV YLLOPKEOS ACKAATIOV,

14

fipwo mavtodondy aiktipa vovowv. (Pind. Pyth. 3.1-7)
This is a rare example of a human narrator wishing for the beneficence which a particular monster
can bring to mankind. Gentili and colleagues point out that the positive characterisation of Chiron
(and the Centaur Pholos) is due to the fact that they are not descended from Ixion.*'* Chiron’s
relationship with humankind stands in direct opposition to that of most monsters: he brings health
and healing to humans, rather than harm and violence.**? The text offers no indication that Chiron’s
voice sounds unique or special in any way. It possesses no features that suggest it is anything but
fully humanoid in Pyth. 9.35-65, when Apollo consults Chiron about how to make romantic
advances toward Cyrene (Pyth. 9.30-37). The god consults the monster and gleans wisdom from his
speech, and thus Chiron enjoys a sociality unique in the monstrous canon. '3

Chiron’s voice serves as a further example of a broad trend across poetic depictions of
monsters: the more cooperative a monster is within divine or human society, the more

anthropomorphic and familiar the sounds of its voice. The human and divine realms can gain more

than wisdom alone from Chiron’s voice: it possesses magical healing powers in Pythian 3:

411 Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth.2.43 and ad Pyth. 3.1.
412 On the magical properties of music for healing, see West (1992) 31-33.
413 Cf. the antisociality of Centaurs descended from Ixion, Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth. 2.43 and ad Pyth. 3.1.
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700G PV AV, BGGOL LOAOV ADTOPVTMV
EAcév Euvaoveg, 1| ToMG
YOAK®D UEAT TETPOUEVOL
1 xeppédt TNAELOAW,
1 Oepv®d mopi TepBOUEVOL DG T
YEWDVL, Acoug dAlov dAloiwv dyéwmv
EEayev, TOUG UEV LOAAKOTG EMAOO0TG AUPETMV,
TOVG O€ mpocavEa Ti-
vovTag, 1j yuioilg mepdmntwv mavtobev
eapuaka, Tovg 8¢ Topois otacev 0pbovg. (Pyth. 3.47-53)
Unlike the magical female voices of Circe and the Sirens, which inflict physical harm on their
listeners, the incantatory voice of Chiron does the opposite: it enacts healing.*'* Chiron’s voice
therefore serves as one aspect of his beneficence toward humankind, whether through his wisdom
and teachings or through his incantations. Where Stesichorus’ envoicing of Geryon presents its
audience with a monstrous voice that troubles the boundaries of hero and monster, Pindar’s

presentation gives Chiron a voice that brings goodness to humans and gods.

Gorgons
Pindar’s Pythian 12 offers the most extensive treatment of monsters and their voices in Pindar’s
corpus. This treatment occurs in the only ode dedicated to a competitive musician, Midas of
Acragas. The poem’s narrator unfolds the mythic history of the instrument at which Midas so
excels and tells the story of the hero Perseus and his divine overseer, Athena. The poem offers a
drama of sight**® and sound that unfolds in a series of relative clauses.*® According to the singer,

Athena invents the aulos in imitation of the lament of the Gorgons after the destruction of Medusa

414 Chiron’s healing methods are those of Asclepius. Ibid., ad Pyth. 3.51-3.

415 Although the primary focus here is sound, it is worth noting that there is much in this ode that deals with sight,
e.g. the implication of Medusa’s deadly gaze and Perseus’ blinding of the Graeae (Pyth. 12.13).

416 On Pindar’s chronologically backwards telling of myths, see Boyce (1974) 216. On the complexity of his style
and syntax, see Pelliccia (2009) 254-255.
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by Perseus.**” Here Pindar offers another teleological perspective on the monster, giving a mythic
account which starts at the chronological ‘end’ and moves in reverse, toward the *beginning’:

...TOV TTOTE
[ToArac Epedpe Opaceldv <["opydvmv>
obAov Bptjvov dumdégous” ABavar

TOV mapBeviolg VIO T ATAGTOS 0PIV KEPAATG

diie AelBopevov dvomevOEl cuv KopdTo,

[Tepoeng 6mdTE TPiTOV BVLGEV KAGLYVNTAV LEPOGC
Evvolig Zepipm Aaoici e poipav dywmv.

Nrtot 16 1€ Osoméciov Poprotl’ AuodpmGEY YEVOG,
Aypov T Epavov [Tolvdéktg Ofke potpdc T° Eumedov
dovAocuvay O T  dvaykoiov AEYog,

€VTOPAOL KpaTa GVAGcaS Medoicog

V10¢ Aavdog, TOV Amo pLGod QOUEY 0TOPVTOV
EUUEVOL. AL’ €TEL £K TOVT®V PIAOV AVOpaL TOVOV
£ppvoato TapHEVog aOA®DY TEDYE TAUPWVOV HEAOG,
dppa ToV Evpudrog €k KopmoAudy yevowmv
YPWPOEVTA UV EVTEST Loott” EpUKAGYKTAY YOOV.
gopev B0 GALG pv eDpoic” dvdpaot Ovatoig Exey,
DOVOLOGEV KEPAAQY TOAAAY VOOV,

€0KAEA AIOGCOMV LVACTHP AYDOVOV,

AemTOD SLoVICOUEVOV YOAKOD 0 Gud Kol SoVAKMV,

Toi Tapa KoAAlyopov vaiolot moAy Xapitmv

Kagioidog &v tepévet, moTol yopevTav LAPTUPES.

€1 8¢ T1g OAPog &v avOpdmoisty, Gvey KopdTov

oV Qaivetor (Pyth. 12.6-29)
Pindar’s narrator indicates that Athena created the aulos by weaving the dirge of Medusa’s sisters,
who are wailing in response to Perseus’ victory, as he takes the head of Medusa to Seriphus.*!8 The
poem tells of Athena’s sonic invention in two separate but interconnected ways, in lines 6-12 and

again at lines 18-27.%1° The first account loosely describes how Athena — noted elsewhere in Pindar

417 On the performance context of Pythian 12 and the likelihood that the aulos was used, see Phillips (2013). See
Connor (2014) 34-36 on theories of the voice as a wind instrument and as a stringed instrument. On the other mythic
traditions surrounding the invention of the aulos, see Frontisi-Ducroux (1994) 242.

418 See Kohnken (1976).

41% On Pindar and musical innovation generally, see Prauscello (2012). For the Athena and Marsyas version of the
aulos’ aition, cf. PMG 758 and 805; see also Leclerg-Neveu (1989).
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for her own striking vocalisations (Pind. Ol. 6.36-37) — invented the aulos, by imitating the sound
of the Gorgons’ lament. The second details why: in order to create an instrument for mortals that
mimics monstrous lament. Pindar does not comment upon precisely why Athena conceived this as a
fitting gift to mortals, but does describe the effect the aulos has on mortals: its sound functions as a
reminder of contests (uvootiip’ dydvav, Pyth. 12.24).420

The narrator’s doubled description of Athena’s mimicry has led to a range of interpretations
of what constitutes the precise soundscape that is being imitated and translated.*?* The scholarly
debate revolves around the question of whether the sound Athena imitates includes only the voices
of the lamenting Gorgons, or this sound in combination with Perseus’ shouting*?? — implied by the
verb &voev in line 11.%2% Gentili does not print Race’s &wvoev, but rather &vvoev, and therefore
Perseus’ shout is not considered as part of the soundscape. The implications of whether the aulos
is imitative of pure Gorgon lament, or instead lament mixed with heroic victory shout, are not
without significance for this chapter. The semiotic sound effect of the instrument changes whether
we consider the aulos as a translation of monstrous voice alone, or as a translation of monstrous
lament mingled with heroic victory cry. Although it is beyond the scope of this chapter to pursue
this point in great detail, | share the view of Held, Gentili, and Steiner, who argue that the sound

of the aulos imitates solely the Gorgons, rather than Gorgons and Perseus collectively.*?* This

point can be made even if we adopt Race’s dvoev over Gentili’s dvvoev. Clay and Segal, on the

420 Segal (1998) 85 compares Athena’s invention here to her role in Aeschylus’ Eumenides, where she also
neutralises the power of feminine monsters (the Erinyes) and transforms it into a manageable resource for the polis.
For scholarship that situates Pindar’s Pythian 11 as a response to Aeschylus’ Oresteia, see Finglass (2007) 11-17,
Herington (1985), Phillips (2016), and Robbins (1986). On the role of the divine in human achievement, see Crotty
(1982) 13-14.

421 On the multiple levels of mimicry at work in the poem, see Phillips (2013) 43, Schlesinger (1968), and Segal
(1998).

422 Clay (1992), Held (1998), Segal (1995), Steiner (2013).

423 Kohnken (1978) 92 takes éwoev and tpitov together to indicate a third cry from the hero to Athena.

424 Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth.12.9-10; Held (1998); Steiner (2013).
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other hand, contend that the verb dwamAékm requires multiple objects, and thus argue that Athena
must be interweaving multiple and distinct substances together, including the shout of Perseus.*?
There are two reasons why | am convinced that the sound imitated by Athena imitates
comes from the Gorgons alone. The first is rooted in the temporality of the narrative. Although the
myth is told in a nearly backwards chronology that in some ways disorganises the elements of the
mythic plot, the lines that detail the Gorgons’ lamenting situates their mourning song in response
to Perseus’ shout. The narrator makes <I'opyovmv> | obAov Opijvov the direct object of diamdé&onc’,
then qualifies this thrénos with the following relative clause, detailing the activity of the sound:

1OV TapHeviolg VO T ATAGTOLS OPIOV KEPAAIG
diie AelPopevov dvomeviéi ouv kapdtg (Pyth. 12.9-10)

The narrator then details Perseus’ triumphal shout with a 6m6te, which indicates that the lamenting
occurred when Perseus released the shout and carried the Gorgon’s head:

[Tepoeng 6mdTE TPiTOV GVLGEV KAGTYVNTAV HUEPOC
Evvaia Xepipm Aaoioi te poipav dywv. (Pyth. 12.11-12)

So the chronology unfolds: when Perseus shouted and carried the head, the Gorgon sisters let flow
a dirge from their snaky heads, which Athena mimicked in her invention of the aulos. Although
the two sounds occur in close chronology, the text gives no indication that Perseus’ shout is
included in the sounds interwoven by Athena.

The second is that the sounds contained within the obAwov Bpijvov are sufficiently plural to

constitute the ‘inter’-weaving implied by SiomAéEanc”.*?® The Gorgons in their extensive sound and

425 Clay (1992); Segal (1995).

426 Gerber (1986) points out ‘the unceasing nature of lamentation” when he chooses to translate otAtwov as ‘oft-
repeated’ in preference to Kéhnken’s (1971) 136, ‘verderblich.” Although it is not a popularly accepted translation of
obMov, it nevertheless suggests a plurality and repetition within the sounds generated by the Gorgons. Slater (1969)
gives ‘deadly’ as his sole translation of obA10¢. Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth.12.6-8 argue against both translations and
offer instead ‘triste” and “funereo’. Gentili and Luisi (1995) 8 also take the view that Athena imitates the sound of the
Gorgon sisters without the shout of Perseus.
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in their dual number®?’ can adequately account for the prefix da- attached to SwoumAé€onc’. We may
even imagine an element of serpentine whistling and hissing, since the narrator notes the Gorgons’
snaky heads. As Steiner points out, the sense of b6 plus the dative often indicates musical
accompaniment in the fifth century (rapBeviowc V6 " dmhdtorg 0pinv kepalois, line 9). Steiner’s
reading takes the snakes as ‘ophidian antiphonists’ to the Gorgons’ lament.*?® Gentili also reads
the passage as indicating that the thrénos come from Gorgons and snakes (presumably those
attached to their heads) in combination.*?® This adds a layer of polyphony to the soundscape that
can easily accommodate dwumAéEonc” without the additional input of Perseus’ shout. The likelihood
of the aulos’ sound imitating the Gorgons alone is strengthened by the fact that the second description
of Athena’s sonic invention (Pyth. 12.18-27) mentions only the goddess’ imitation of the Gorgons,
without any indication of Perseus’ shout. The depiction of Euryale associates her lamenting voice
with human femininity and her jaws with serpentine quickness (éx «kopmoAldy
yevoov, Pyth. 12.20). Thus the Gorgons’ maidenly-serpentine hybridity accommodates the aulos’
capacity for a tremendous range of sounds (raupwvov, Pyth. 12.19), without the need for Perseus’
shout woven into the instrument’s sonic range.

Still, Perseus’ shout constitutes an important part of the poem’s soundscape. A great sonic
and emotional dissonance emerges between the mournful and monstrous sounds made by the
Gorgons and the triumphant and heroic shout made by Perseus.*° Both of these sounds indicate that

the monster, Medusa, exists in a state of already-having-been-defeated for the duration of her

427 Segal (1998) seems to take the imitated sound as the death cry of Medusa herself, but the text indicates that it is
her mourning sisters’ lament rather than her dying cry. See also Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth. 12.9-10.

428 See also Phillips (2013) 41 on the scholia to Pythian 12, which strengthens Steiner’s argument. Race’s (2014)
translation of 12.9 leaves ambiguity as to whether the singer describes the Gorgons’ heads as covered with snakes or
instead characterises the Gorgons as snakes themselves: ‘from under the unapproachable / snaky heads of the
maidens’, but his translation is at odds with Steiner’s reading of vro.

429 Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth. 12.9-10.

430 On oppositions and contrasts in Pythian 12, see Schlesinger (1968) 283. On the possible performance soundscape
of the poem, see Phillips (2013).
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presence within the text. This monster is marked for the impact the hero has on her — death — and on
her monstrous sisters — lament. The sound of the defeated monster’s monstrous sisters constitutes
the aulos’ particular sonic potential.**! Thus monsters and their voices in Pindar serve to fill out the
resumé of the hero and amplify his glory. For Midas in particular, the monster and its sound
constitute the very medium through which he — with Perseus as a mythic intermediary — gains his
victory.

The lament of the Gorgon sisters participates in the larger trend we find in extant Greek
lyric representations of monsters. This time, however, the monstrous voice expresses the suffering
of monsters in response to a hero’s violence against another monster (rather than themselves),
since the Gorgons who mourn are not those against whom the hero fought. Perseus’ violence
against Medusa causes her kindred monsters to suffer and to express that suffering vocally. The
lament of the Gorgon sisters reveals a subjectivity charged with pain and anguish, and also
indicates a sense of monstrous sociality and family. Geryon, the Centaurs, and the Gorgons all
operate within broader and more thoroughly detailed anthropomorphic social communities than
do the monsters represented in Hesiod and Homer. Geryon is situated firmly within social
discourse between friends and family; Chiron is a helper to both the divine and human realms. The
Gorgons also participate in somewhat recognisable social communities, as they demonstrate
familial care and ritual mourning for their lost sister Medusa. Their family ties are also invoked in
the mention of their sisters, the Graiae (Pyth. 12.13). But when we move from Geryon, Centaurs,
and Gorgons to Typhon — the most anti-Olympian monster in the cosmos — we find a counter to

this trend.

431 On divine benevolence and Athena’s transformation of a toxic monster into a source of goodness for humans, see
Gentili (1995) 312.
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Typhon
When Typhon is introduced in Pindar’s Pythian 1, he emerges as an example of a particular
category of beings: those whom Zeus does not love and who, as a result, shudder at the sound of
the lyre.*2 Pindar begins his ode with an address to the lyre itself (Xpvcéa @opuryé, Pyth. 1.1),
and goes on to describe the ameliorating effects that its music has on the gods — namely Zeus and
Ares — and other nonhuman entities, including thunderbolts and eagles (Pyth. 1.5-6).*32 Those who
participate in the maintenance of Olympian order are pleased and calmed by hearing this music,
but those who in some way resist the reign of Zeus feel the opposite effect at the sound that emerges
from the lyre and which is associated with the Muses.

Typhon is introduced first and foremost as a creature who is distraught by the sounds of
the lyre.*** His second identifying feature is his subjugation by Zeus in Tartarus. His initial
characterisation is therefore constructed in terms of the effects of Zeus’ antagonism. Next he is
identified by his hundred heads, his former occupation of the Cilician cave, and then the conditions
of his subjugation:

0oca 0¢ U mepiinke Zevg, atvlovion fodv

[Tepidwv diovra,

YAV T€ Kol TOVTOV KT GUOUAKETOV,

0¢ T’ év aiva Taptapw keital, Oedv TOAEUIOGC,

Topac EKatovtakdpavoc: TOV ToTE

Kuhikiov Opéyev moAvdvopov dvtpov: vV ye pav

tai 07 vrEp Kdpog dlepkéeg &yt

YikeAlo T antod mElet

oTépvo. Aayvaevta: Kiov 0’ ovpavia GUVEYEL,

vipdecs’ Altva, TAvETEG

x1ovoc o&eiag TiONvar
TOG £pELYOVTOL LEV ATAATOV TLPOG AYVOTATAL

432 For other depictions of Typhon in Pindar, always as Zeus’ adversary, see Ol. 4.6-7, Pyth. 8.15-18, and fr. 92. See
Schoder (1943) 406 for the images of harmony in the poem (and how Typhon stands outside of them).

433 On Zeus’ association with the eagle, see Mylonas (1946).

434 See also Pindar Pyth. 1.95-98 (nearly the end of the ode) on Phalaris, who is pointedly not welcomed by the
sound of lyres for his impiety. See Mess and Usener (1901) for discussion of the relationship between Pindar’s and
Aeschylus’ Typhon.
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€K Loy ®V Toryai woTopol

O auépaicty PV TPOYEOVTL POOV KATVOD
aiBwv " GAL” &v Opevalcty TETPaG
@oiviooa KuAvdopéva AOE & Pabdsi-

oV PEPEL TOVTOV TAAKO GLV TOTAY.
KEWVO & AQaicTOl0 KPOLVOUG EPTETOV
OEWVOTATOVG AVOTTELL-

e TEPOG LEV B pdo1ov TPoo1dé-

obat, Badpa 0¢ Kol ToPEOVI®MV AKODOOL,
olov Aftvag v pelapgOALOIG dE3ETaL KOpLPAG
Kol TESW, OTPOUVA, OE YOPAs-

colo’ dmav vatov motikekAMpévoy kevtel. (Pyth. 1.13-28)

Pythian 1 thus offers a vivid representation of the sonic coding of the cosmos.*® Throughout this
thesis | have argued that the sound of the monster illustrates its position in the cosmic order, and
Pythian 1 presents a precise complement to this pattern. In addition to coding the beings of the
universe according to the sounds they make, Pythian 1 opens by coding the beings of the universe
according to the way in which they respond to sounds.**® The polarising sounds of the lyre bring
pleasure to those aligned with Olympian order and dread to those who in any way oppose Zeus’
reign.*3’

Pindar’s Typhon is a monster who demonstrates the ways in which the particular impact
of sound on monsters situates them within the cosmos. This element of sonic impression on the
monster is also complemented by his sonic expression. Belching out fire (¢pgbyovtat) which in

turn rolls rocks into the sea with a great crashing din (matdy®), Typhon generates a cacophonous

and overwhelming soundscape that in itself functions as a portent (1€pag). This monster’s emissions

435 See Schoder (1943) 407.

436 See Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth. 1.13 on the force of Bodv as suggestive of the war cry, and on the extremity of the
terror implied by atdlovrou.

437 See Schlesinger (1968) 283, who points out that Pindar’s presentation of ‘subjektive Werturteile” in Pyth. 12
serves to show a range of opposing responses to the same event.
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are in themselves monstrous, functioning as both a visual and sonic marvel (tépog pév Bavpdaciov
Tpoctdé- | oBon Oadpa 8¢ ko mapedviav drkodoar). 38

The depiction of Typhon’s emissions as Oadpa... dkodoar recalls Hesiod’s Typhonomachy
(834), where nearly the same phrase is used to describe the multitude of voices issued from Typhon’s
hundred serpentine heads.**® Zoe Stamatopoulou argues that Pindar’s depiction of Typhon in Pyth.
1 engages directly with Hesiod’s Typhon in the Theogony — though in her close textual analyses
of the two poems, she does not note this verbal echo.**° Typhon is the only figure in extant Greek
poetry who is described as a sonic marvel, so the double attribution of this description to Typhon
is particularly striking. There is, of course, a semantic difference in Hesiod’s use of the phrase
Badpa dodoon (834) and Pindar’s Badua 8¢ kai mapedviov dxodoat. Where Hesiod describes the
myriad different sounds issued from Typhon’s hundred mouths as a marvel to hear, Pindar
emphasises the belching volcanic explosions as a marvel to hear (about), from those present,
nopedvTmv, rather than from the monster himself. *** So where the Hesiodic Typhon presents a purely
sonic marvel, the Pindaric Typhon is marvellous to hear about from his witnesses.

Once again, Pindar places his monsters at a further remove than does Hesiod. Hesiod’s
audience marvels at Typhon himself, whereas Pindar’s audience marvels to hear about Typhon from
those who witness his explosions. Where Hesiod’s Typhon is a live threat, and where the Theogony
stages the conflict between Zeus and Typhon in action, Pindar’s Typhon is a vanquished monster
whose story is told only in terms of defeat. Pindar emphasises not only the aftermath of Typhon’s

defeat, but also the ways in which Zeus has made an impact upon the monster. Hesiod’s Typhon

438 See Introduction, 23-31 on the term teras as connected to monsters.

439 Cf. Bowra (1964) 476-478 and Gentili (1995) 13 for a discussion of the relationship between the depictions of
Typhon in Pyth. 1 and in Aesch. P.V. 351-372.

440 Stamatopoulou (2008) 63-79. Cf. Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth.1.26.

441 Gentili et al. (1995) ad Pyth.1.26.
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sends innumerable voices out of his many mouths which signify nothing but chaos. Pindar’s Typhon,
by contrast, sends out the cacophony of explosion from one volcanic mouth, which in turn acts as a
sign (tépag) of the defeat of Typhon and the victory of Zeus. Typhon’s voice in Pythian 1 expresses
not the mayhem of his precursor, but the impact of the god’s victory over the monster.

As we have seen, the challenges presented by the lyric as a genre make it difficult to
generalise about a particularly ‘lyric’ take on the monster and its sounds. The evidence of monsters
that we do have, however, shows a striking pattern: the monster is characterised not in terms of its
impact on the human or divine worlds, but rather by its own experience of human or divine
antagonism. The subjugation of Typhon in Pythian 1 and the mourning of the Gorgon sisters in
Pythian 12 together situate the monster in terms of their responses to the assaults of Zeus and Perseus
respectively. Chiron sits outside of this pattern, and that is because he is not a threat to the divine or
human worlds; he cannot be characterised in terms of their negative effects upon him, because he
engages in a different mode of relation to the heroic and divine realms.

We have moved through a continuum of vocal monsters, from the eminently humanoid
Geryon, to the wise Chiron, the lamenting Gorgons, and the belching Typhon. This continuum
illustrates once again the larger argument of this thesis, which is that the quality of the sounds made
by a monster reflects its individual position within the cosmos. The participants in this continuum
have also demonstrated the ways in which the monstrous voice expresses the nature of the violence
committed by gods and heroes upon monsters. Lyric thus engages the monstrous voice in a manner
that presents an ethically complex take on the monster figure; and in so doing, lyric invites its

audience to hear the ways in which the heroic and divine worlds antagonise the figure of the monster.
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CHAPTER 4
CENTRIPETAL MONSTERS IN AESCHYLUS’ PROMETHEUS BOUND AND ORESTEIA

“‘What came in from outside? What came out from within?’ — Ruth Padel

Introduction
At first glance, Greek tragedy may appear an unlikely genre in which to go monster-hunting; for
when one surveys the cast of characters that occupy the Athenian tragic stage, relatively few
monsters of the mythological sort step forward.**? Tragedy yields only a few ‘real’ monsters, partly
as a result of the difficulties of persuasively staging them, and partly because many tragedies take
place outside of monstrous temporalities and geographies.

More significantly, however, the monsters in tragedy are few because here the monstrous
is translated and accommodated within the metaphorical plane. In other words, the qualities
belonging to the figure of the monster in archaic Greek literature — including excess, hybridity
crossing of boundaries, daimonic presence, and violence — are represented by and transposed into
the plot, characters, and aesthetics of the tragic genre. Indeed, here the characteristic features of
the monster emerge in the actions and crises of the tragic hero situated within a civilised world,
rather than in the traditional antagonistic hero-monster encounters, as we have seen in epic and
lyric poetry. The monstrous encounters that in other genres opened an exploration of the
delineation between human and nonhuman are now refigured as the tragic characters’ encounters

with their own internal nonhumanity. 43

442 Tragedy regularly stages nonhuman characters, including gods and ghosts, but rarely stages the mythological
monsters that appear elsewhere in Greek poetry. The monsters which take the stage in extant Aeschylean tragedy
include the Erinyes’ in Eumenides and lo in Prometheus Bound. Most monsters are confined to Messenger speeches
(the sea-bull in Euripides’ Hippolytus, the monsters vanquished by Heracles in Euripides’ Heracles). Offstage
monsters who are briefly mentioned by onstage characters are not the subject of this chapter. For rhetorical and
metaphorical use of monsters in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, see Campbell (1935).

443 See Chapters 1-3.
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This argument is stretched across two separate chapters on Greek tragedy, and the function
of this first chapter on Greek tragedy is to listen to the voices of the mythological monsters that do
in fact resonate onstage. This chapter argues for a reading of Greek tragedy that places vocal sound
at the centre of the genre, suggesting not only that the voice is absolutely crucial to the theatrical
experience of Greek tragedy, but also that it comprises a major component of tragedy's generic
identity. | emphasise sound because tragedy’s transformation of literal monstrosity into figurative
traits can be heard in the soundscapes of the plays examined here.

After arguing more broadly that the voice needs to be read as a crucial phenomenological
component of tragedy, | then introduce the mythological monsters that do in fact appear on the
tragic stage. | give special focus to the voices of lo in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound*** and the
Erinyes in Eumenides.**® The primary purpose of these readings is to explore the instances of
monstrous sound and noise-making in their staged forms in Greek tragedy. | argue that the internal
worlds of these plays require that these sounds — despite their horror — must be heard, and cannot
be simply avoided, in service of the establishment of cosmic and political order. The integration
of the monster into the human realm, and the resulting domestication of the monster, are essential
to the tragedies examined here; and, as will become clear, that integration can be mapped lucidly

through the medium of voice.*# | argue that lo and the Erinyes demonstrate through their voices

444 Although the authenticity of this play is highly disputed (see Griffith [1977]), | still consider Prometheus Bound
together with the Oresteia because both works offer complementary representations of sound and monstrosity. This
complementarity is not taken to indicate the play’s authenticity, but rather to offer a useful counterpoint to other
depictions of sound and monstrosity in Greek tragedy. See Scott (1984) 176 for the musical aspects of the P.V. that
are sometimes Aeschylean and at other times un-Aeschylean.

445 See Solmsen (1937) on the Erinyes in Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes.

446 | should signal at this stage that ‘domestication’ does not necessarily indicate dissolution of threat; instead, by
‘domestication’, | am referring to a process by which the monster becomes a domestic presence, whether occupying
the space of the home or of the human body. Easterling (2008) 233 resists the notion of the domestication of the
Erinyes: ‘[W]e must note that the Furies are not going to be neutralised or imprisoned, nor are they going to be
domesticated or sanitised. They can continue to be generated by any individual or collective wrongdoing and will
contribute to new acts of madness if provoked. Nor will they be rejuvenated or beautified.” Cf. Brown (1984) 275,
who writes that the Eumenides are ‘tamed’ by Athena. | maintain that they are ‘domesticated’ — not in the sense of
‘sanitised’ or disempowered — with regard to their integration into the civilised space. Indeed, their initial wildness
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the fact that, in Greek tragedy, the monster presents a threat within and to the civilised world. The
monster therefore poses a problem whose solution is integration into that world. Greek tragedy’s
version of the monster resides within the city, and often inside the tragic characters themselves,

always threatening to erupt into and infect the social world.

The Centrality of the Tragic Voice
The performance, expression, and manipulation of the human voice all lie at the core of the generic
identity of Greek tragedy. The voices of actors and individual characters within the theatre
functioned as unique sites of power for their audiences, not only as a consequence of the
predominantly oral nature of ancient Greek literary engagement, but also due to the highly musical
nature of tragic performance.**’ Edith Hall argues that classicists, following the ‘performative
turn’ in classical scholarship, should consider the voice as central to the theatrical spectacle:
Although it is fashionable to stress that the ancient Greek and Latin words for a theatrical
audience (theatai, spectatores) prioritized the act of watching, many ancient authors
acknowledge the importance of the aural impact of drama on the ‘spectator.”#48
The tragic voice was indeed part of a ‘theatre of highly rhythmical, recited or chanted text’,*° and
even the visual elements of the performance, like the tragic mask in fifth-century Athenian
performance, have been thought to participate in the careful manipulation of the voice.*® The

importance of the actor’s vocal capability is further exemplified by the fact that Sophocles himself

resigned from his acting career as a result of his ‘weak voice.”** Thus the tragic performing voice

emerges largely as a result of their autonomy and lack of cooperation with Olympian order; their gradual integration
resolves this aspect that makes them monstrous rather than divine.

447 Hall (2002); Wilson (2002) 39.

448 Hall (2002) 4.

449 \VVovolis (2003) 73.

450 |bid., 76. For argument against the acoustic function of the mask, see Meineck (2011) 120.

®ITIGF 4.
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should be understood as musical rather than merely rhetorical, sonic rather than merely verbal, and
it also must be regarded as central to the aesthetic experience of the performance.

Nicole Loraux posits a reading of tragedy that regards the voice as essential to the genre,
emphasising the centrality of choral voice, the musicality of the play, and ‘the phoné at the expense
of the logos.”*? Loraux figures tragic song as not necessarily linked to ‘actual singing’,** but
rather a product of the perpetual, everlasting strain of lament that rings out within and from tragedy
itself: a metaphysical song that is ushered onto the stage and enacted by the physical instrument
of the voice. Treating ‘mourning as music’, Loraux demonstrates that the voice, and in particular,

the threnodic voice,*** permeates the generic fabric of tragedy.*%®

Monsters Onstage:

The Emergence of lo
Aeschylus’ 1o is never explicitly described as a teras or a pelor, and she is not portrayed as
malevolent or dangerous. Yet still, lo is the hybrid creature par excellence in Greek tragedy. She
is the daughter of the river Inachos, and therefore innately hybrid before her metamorphosis; after
which, she attains a fully hybrid body, representing both woman and cow. This body functions as

a signifier for the monstrous consequences of Zeus’ power.
Prometheus and lo are linked, not only in their victimhood at the hands of Zeus, and not

only because 10’s descendant Heracles ultimately liberates Prometheus: they also are both victims

452 pycci in Loraux (2002) ix.

453 Loraux (2002) 67.

44 For a discussion of the different mourning terminologies, see Dué (2006).

45 Cf. Swift (2010) on threnos as its own genre. For other vocally-oriented readings of tragedy, especially on the
role and power of the lamenting voice in the genre, see Alexiou (2002), Caraveli (1986), Caraveli-Chaves (1980),
Dué (2006), (2012), Foley (1993), (2001), Holst-Warhaft (1992), and Suter (2008). On the heroic voice and
soundscape in tragedy, see Nooter (2012). On voice and gender both within and outside of tragedy, see Carson
(1995). On dance as part of the tragic soundscape, see Wiles (1997) 90-91 and Henrichs (1994).
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of invasions within their own bodies. Prometheus’ body is transformed into an incessant wound,
into both sustenance and environment for an eagle, and in this sense his divine body also
accommodates invasive animal elements. So too lo’s body is made home not only to her human
subjectivity but also to bovine features; she too is pursued by the gadfly, which causes both
physical and mental agony.“°® Both Prometheus’ and lo’s bodies therefore represent transgressions
that are linked to Zeus, albeit in different ways. The sight of lo provokes horror in the Chorus, who
sing of the importance of marrying within existential categories (P.V. 887-893) and describe how
the visual impact of 10’s presence tells a story of ontological confusion and terror:

TapPd yap dotepydvopa mapHeviav

gloop®dc’ Todg apolomtopévay

dvomiavoig “Hpag diateiong Hmo. (P.V. 898-900)
l0’s voice is a match for her body: her agitated entrance in Prometheus Bound offers tremendous
contrast to the consistent dactylo-epitritic second stasimon that precedes it both in metrical pace
and in theme. %’

Where lines 526-560 feature the Chorus’ reflections on Prometheus’ responsibility for his
own fate, lo’s frenzied emergence forces the Chorus and the audience to consider that human
innocence can still result in embodied monstrosity. This crisis is especially amplified in the
condition of a cosmically early mortal character, and it renders lo abrasive both sonically and

conceptually.**® When she enters the stage, she moves from marching anapaests to a host of

astrophic lyric combinations of iambics, bacchiacs, trochaics, dochmiacs, and cretics. The

456 White (2001) 120. For the oistros and its connections with poison, snakes, and dogs in tragedy, see Padel (1992)
118-125. On the sounds of the gadfly and the verb oupilerv in P.V., see Haldane (1965) 35. On lo’s madness, see
Mattes (1970) 75-78, O’Brien-Moore (1924) 86-92, and Padel (1995) 14-17 and 217-218.

457 Cf. Scott (1984). See also Holmes (2010) 235 on lo’s embodied symptoms of madness and the ‘manifestation of
divine power’ on the mortal bodies of tragic characters, and also Holmes (2010) 237 for symptoms as a way of
staging ‘encounters between gods and humans.’

4% On Prometheus’ role in the development of mankind through the arts, see Conacher (1977).
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dochmiacs in particular mark her agitation.*® Mark Griffith remarks, ‘Mad, ignorant, and
powerless, she is a suitable representative of the human race.”#%° Yet in the half-human half-animal
feminine body, lo functions less as a representative and more as a metaphorical representation of
the human condition at this cosmic moment. lo is a human being whose vicitimisation by the gods
situates her in a body that is simultaneously human and animal. Whilst her body accommodates
the incommensurability of human and subhuman, her voice stitches together a jarring (albeit
virtuosic) sonic hybridity, both in metrical and sonic categories.

With great urgency, lo disrupts the soundscape established by the Chorus of Oceanids with
the energetic marching anapaests (a metre typical of tragic entrance).*** William Scott describes
l0’s outburst as emblematic of her suffering rather than her character:

Here, because lo is being brought onstage only for one scene as another sufferer, the

musical development presents the degree of her suffering rather than her character. When

lo leaves the stage, she departs to cries, screams, and lyric anapaests. The movement
from song to speech to song is appropriate, for Prometheus’ counsel has really provided

no remedy for her pains. %2
Yet lo’s suffering and her embodied monstrosity are linked: her suffering is itself represented by
and manifest in her newly metamorphosed monstrous body. 10’s vocal multiplicity of course does
reveal an emotional state, but it also serves as a reflection of the monster she has become. Her
suffering is her character, and both her suffering and her character are located in her monstrosity.

lo’s voice is described with terms that denote both human and animal sounds, such as

kpalo and O&ypa.*®® This indicates that the sounds coming from her mouth are not necessarily

exclusively human. She floods the stage with blunt questioning and progressively agonised

459 Rutherford (2012) 35-36.

40 Griffith (1983a) 194.

461 In the P.V. alone, 284ff., 877ff., 1040ff. contain anapaestic entrances.
462 Scott (1984) 175.

463 P V. 472, 588. ®Ogypa is Io’s description of her own voice.
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confusion, represented in the abrasive anaphoric and shapeshifting repetition of tig and the
cumulative alliterative dentals:

Tig Y1; Tl Yévog; tiva @ Aevooety

TOVOE YOAVOIG &V TIETPivoloy

reoalouevov;

Tivog aumAakiog wowvag oaéknt; (P.V. 560-563)
l0’s diction and sounds exemplify the marked contrast between Prometheus’ boundedness and her
profound wandering, between his confinement and her boundary-disruption.*®* In body and in
voice, lo represents incarnations of monstrosity that exist elsewhere in ancient literature: the hybrid
form, on the one hand, and the monster whose origination occurs through misfortune on the
other.*% 10’s monstrosity more specifically results from conflict related to Zeus.

The Prometheus Bound therefore depicts lo as a very human character who is pathetically
imbued with the monstrous. 10’s monstrous metamorphosis takes place in a temporal and cosmic
realm where monsters bear a more immediate presence than they do in other Greek tragedies. %
The characters onstage in Prometheus Bound include the primordial god Oceanus and of course
the Titan god Prometheus; Prometheus in turn speaks of the monster Typhon, who is the greatest
threat to cosmic order.*®” Prometheus compares his own fate at the hands of Zeus to Typhon’s,
noting that Typhon’s subjugation by Zeus will be followed by an eventual volcanic eruption from

Typhon’s seething rage (P.V. 351-376) — those whom Zeus oppresses, conceals, and binds,

Prometheus seems to threaten, can still enact violence; the story is not yet over.*®® Indeed, as

464 Cf. Conacher (1980) 57 and Taplin (1977b) 266-267. On the contrast between the staging of Prometheus and the
Oceanids, see Scott (1987) 86.

465 This is a form of hybrid-bodied monster most vividly represented in Ovid’s Metamorphoses (in depictions of the
Sirens, Scylla, and lo, for example), and is less common in Greek literature, whose primordial monsters are usually
born as such rather than metamorphosed.

466 White (2001) 111.

467 See Chapter 1, 61-67 and Chapter 3, 160-164. On Prometheus’ Titan genealogy and associations, see Parry
(1992) 74.

468 On the different shades of Zeus’ personality across Aeschylus’ plays, see Todd (1925) and Winnington-Ingram
(1933) 101.
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Friedrich Solmsen notes, this sympathetic depiction of Typhon attempts to suggest that “the “fire”
of rebellion is still smoldering. Zeus’ victory has not secured real peace for the world.”46°

Prometheus’ invocation of Typhon indicates that the play is set in a world whose characters
exist in a primordial era, wherein hybrid creatures fill the earth.#’® Prometheus himself has been
witness to the defeat of Typhon, and lo too will witness many monsters on her wanderings,
including Gorgons, griffins, and Graiae.*’* Prometheus himself presently poses a threat to the
world that Zeus is trying to order and control. Prometheus possesses the monstrous trait of excess,
with his large and mighty Titan body, as well as the trait of supernatural ability, with his
technological genius, which in turn serves to disrupt ontological categories.*’? Indeed, Hephaestus
describes Prometheus as a transgressor, a god who fails to revere gods, and who gives mortals
things which they should not have (P.V. 29-30).#® Prometheus therefore embodies an aspect of
divinity that is incommensurable with the ordering and plan of Zeus — a disposition which casts
him in a monstrous light. This Promethean monstrosity is amplified by his possible self-
identification with, or at least professed pity for, Typhon (P.V. 351-352).474

Thus in the Prometheus Bound there exists a thoroughly imagined network of nonhuman
beings — from Typhon to the Oceanids, Prometheus to lo — which reveals that the play offers its
own continuum of monstrosity that has nearly everything to do with Zeus. These nonhuman

creatures all take on monstrous aspects through their respective relationships with Zeus. Typhon

469 Solmsen (1949) 132.

470 See Lloyd-Jones (2003) 51-52 on the different depictions of Prometheus in Hesiod’s Theogony and Aeschylus’
PV.

471 p V. 793-807. Cf. White (2001) 111-118 on the world of the play as a brutish one, ‘devoid of the sacred and
humane’, with a developed notion of the mortal, Bpotdg, rather than of the human being. For the play’s emphasis on
its monstrous geographical orientation, see P.V. 1-2, 19-22. It is also worthwhile to note the emphatically visual,
silent description that Prometheus gives of the monsters: he characterises the Gorgons as: 6 8vntog ovdeig eicdmv
gEetvoag (P.V. 800), and griffins as daxpayeig (P.V. 803).

472 For the Chorus’ remarks about the importance of the maintenance of categories, see P.V. 887-893.

473 See White (2001) 114.

474 Cf. Hesiod’s Typhonomachy at Theog. 820-852.
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is the ur-monster of ancient cosmogony precisely because he is Zeus’ main opponent, who
threatens to overtake Zeus as the king of the universe. Prometheus, as a Titan, is similarly cast as
a character whom Zeus must subdue in order to concretise his sovereignty. 1o’s body undergoes
monstrous metamorphosis because of Zeus’ wish to hide her from Hera, and her social identity
becomes that of the outcast because of Hera’s rage.*®

The Prometheus Bound takes as one of its central themes the exploration of the Olympian
god exercising his power in the realms of the primordial, of the divine, and of the human. Zeus
exercises this power on Prometheus, whose engagement with mortals makes the boundaries
between divine power and human power far too porous; and he exercises it upon lo, who is Zeus’
most pronounced victim in this story. Zeus’ relationship to these monstrous beings is mapped
through time. Typhon’s subjugation lies in the past; Prometheus’ in the present; and 10’s continues
on into the future, until her wanderings finally cease. Indeed, o is made a monster by Zeus,
watched by the monster Argos at the behest of Hera, maddened and racked to the edge of her
humanity by the divinely issued gadfly, and orientated in her wanderings by the monstrous
Prometheus. This disfiguration of the human, subjected to divine will, is dramatised particularly
through l0’s voice. Her speech reveals what happens to the human voice when the body undergoes
monstrous metamorphosis, when the animal and the human intersect in one body, when the human
is helplessly moved into the sphere of the bestial through divine means — and still experiences

human anguish and confusion.

475 Conacher (1980) 56 references ‘the obvious parallel between Prometheus and lo as fellow victims of Zeus’
tyranny: one the victim of Zeus’ enmity, the other of Zeus’ love.” On the emphasis on Zeus’ role rather than Hera’s
in lo’s suffering, see Conacher (1980) 60. On the ultimate reconciliation of these characters with Zeus, see Griffith
(1983a) 189-190. White (2001) argues that Zeus’ deeds are justified, but that sympathy for both Prometheus and lo
is still possible as well. On the relationship between the Oceanids and Zeus, see Scott (1987) 88-89.
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The Departure of lo

Hesiod’s Theogony, which portrays the conflict between Zeus and Prometheus, presents a cosmos
under development, where gods and monsters establish their place in the universe through their
relationships with one another. Homer’s Odyssey, as we saw in Chapter 2, gives particular focus
on the way in which the hero experiences the sensory manifestations of monsters and also behaves
in ways that are imitative of the monsters he encounters. The poetry of Stesichorus and Pindar
considered in Chapter 3 broadly emphasise the expressive powers of monsters’ voices in response
to the violent effects gods and heroes have upon them. In Prometheus Bound, we find an even
further development of the textual presentation of the monster. Zeus’ main adversary, Typhon,
fades into the background, while the monstrous Titan Prometheus takes centre stage; so too does
the mortal lo, who is not innately monstrous but becomes so as a casualty of Zeus’ sexual appetite
and Hera’s wrath.

l0’s is a voice that reveals, both in its language and its frenzied metre, the agony of finding
oneself metamorphosed from human to monster. Besieged at one turn by the monster Argus, and
later by the incessant gadfly, lo is lost, both geographically and existentially. The nonhuman takes
residence in her body, and her voice expresses the confusion and anguish which results from the
monstrous invasion into her human form. In her cries and her questions, 1o’s voice careens out of
control and into madness as she exits the stage:

ENENED é?:sksf)'

VIO U 0 GOPAKEAOG KO OPEVOTIATIYEG

povion 0aAmovs’, olotpov & dpdic

xpiel W Gmwvpog,

Kkpodio O& OPmtL ppéva. AaxTilel,
Tpoyodveitar & dupad’ EAlyony,

EEM O& OpOLOV PEPOLLOL ADGONC

TVEDLLOLTL AP Y®L YADGONG GKPOTAC,
Bolepol o0& Adyol maiovs’ ikt

oTuyVilg TpoOg Kduaoy dme. (P.V. 877-86)
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With a body invaded by alien features, lo finds that her mind too is occupied by a violent madness
through the assault of the gadfly. 1o’s newfound monstrosity, her exhaustive journeying, and her
physical victimisation all result in a tongue that slides out of her control. As lo exits the stage, her
voice delivers a dissolution of agency between the human subject and her voice. Unable to control
her own tongue, 10’s foul words (Boiepoi... Adyor) take on a violent force (maiovs’), themselves
cooperating with the assaults of the gadfly and the burning madness that serve as the pulse of her

ruin.

The Changing Song of the Erinyes
Aeschylus’ Eumenides offers the most engaged example of monstrous voices on the tragic stage.
Not only does the play include a highly anticipated chorus of monsters,*’® but it also grants the
Erinyes a self-conscious meditation on the force of their own voices in their binding song:
Aeschylus presents vocal monsters singing about their monstrous voices.*’’ In addition to the
Erinyes’ descriptions of their voices, the play contains a wealth of reactions to the Erinyes from
the characters within the drama. These responses give further insight into the phenomenology of
monstrous sound, demonstrating what hearing monstrous sound does to tragic characters.
Furthermore, the voices of the Erinyes can be heard throughout the Oresteia — even when the
particular Chorus of Eumenides is not on the stage — through a series of narrative descriptions of

sounds which are all unified in their dreamlike qualities and the interpretive challenges they pose.

476 This is not to suggest that the onstage appearance of the Erinyes was unsurprising, but rather that the soundscape
has been building up to their appearance. The story in the Life 89 suggests that the staging of the Erinyes, and more
specifically their introduction in ones and twos, brought about great physiological consequences for the audience,
such as fainting and miscarriage. See Easterling (2008) 222 on the fact that the thauma of their appearance is
mingled with an awareness that these actors will emerge onstage as satyrs in the satyr play. See Rutherford (2012)
122 on this chorus as a metaphor become reality. See also Lebeck (1971) 131-132 on the representation of the
chorus as transitioning from verbal to visual.

477 On the self-referentiality of this chorus, see Wilson and Taplin (1994) 174. See Parry (1992) 64-65 on binding in
magic.
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In what follows, I read through the trilogy, focusing on a cluster of sounds. | begin by
considering the unexpected and foreboding song that haunts the Chorus of Elders in Agamemnon,
followed by the scream that issues from Clytemnestra’s dream in the Choephori. Finally, I treat
the snores, pants, and moans that the Erinyes emit in the Eumenides, along with their binding song.
I argue that it is possible to chart the escalating threat represented by the Erinyes across these
crucial sonic moments, where sound comes ominously and without clear sense.*’® The eventual
integration of the Furies into the polis resonates vocally as a transformation in their voices: the
Erinyes’ foul breathing, snoring and whimpering cease as these beings transform into a more
civilised chorus.*™

Throughout the Oresteia, the three respective Choruses demonstrate a high level of
sensitivity toward sounds which emerge from nonhuman objects or otherwise uncertain sources.
Thus the Choruses generate a haunted soundscape that is fully realised with the onstage emergence
of the Erinyes.*® The Choruses of the Agamemnon and the Choephori each comment extensively
on the nonsense, inanimate voices, which lack obvious sources, and produce anxiety within the
drama. In so doing, these Choruses frequently link the interpretation of dreams and the
interpretation of sounds, especially as regards the fortunes or misfortunes to come for the
characters in the drama. Like dreams, sounds become portents that both elude and demand
interpretation. They are thus represented in the Oresteia as bearing agential force and driving
significance in the plot.

The trilogy’s first direct linkage between sound and dream emerges from Agamemnon’s

Chorus of Elders. Upon Agamemnon’s return, as Clytemnestra persuades the king to trample upon

478 On Aeschylus’ negative exaggeration of the Erinyes’ religious characteristics, see Johnston (1999) 257.

479 See Ewans (1995) 200 for the view that the Erinyes do not metamorphose in any substantial or essential way, but
rather that they renegotiate the direction of their divine agency. See also Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1990) 158-159.
480 On the intimate connection between musical registers and sociality, see Wilson and Taplin (1994).
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the finery she has spread for him, the Chorus expresses the emotional ambiguity they experience
in the metaphor of a ghostly, intrusive song:

TinTE POl TOS EUTEdMG
O TPOSTATNPIOV
Kopdilog TEPACKOTOV TOTATOL,
LOVTUTOAET 8™ AKEAELGTOC Gpcboc otdd,
o0d” dmomtHoat dikav
duokpitov ovelpdtmv
Bdpoog evmelfeg -
Cel epevog pidov Opdvov. (Ag. 975-983)

Here the Chorus itself makes the connection between dreams and sound, indicating that both have
an eerie sense of otherworldly intervention and significance.*8! Both creep into the play,
communicating extralinguistically and offering a kind of unclear ‘sense.”*?

After the Chorus describes this sonic intervention, they compare their own voices and song
to the voices of the Erinyes — thus sonically anticipating the Chorus of the Eumenides. While the
Chorus’ visual experience (the return of the Argives) may offer a cause for celebration, the
metaphorical sonic realm that they imagine conveys the darker tone of what is to come:

nevBopon 8° A’ duudtov

vOGTOV, ADTOUOPTLG DV

TOV O~ Gvev ADpag OUmS DUVOIOET
Optivov 'Eptvhog antodidaktog Ecmbev
Bopdg, oo 10 v Eywv

EATi00G @ilov Opacoc.

omAyyva. 6’ odtot poTdit-

Cet, mpog €vdikolg ppeaiv,
TEAEGPOPOIG Oivalg KUKAOVUEVOV KEAP.
ebyopon O & &uaic

EATIS0G YOON meoElv
¢ 10 U1 teheopopov. (Ag. 987-1000)

481 See Scott (1984) 10.
482 See Holmes (2008) 242, on the embodiment of fear. See also Bowman (1997) on the treatment of a dream as a
teras in Sophocles’ Electra.
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This Chorus of Elders maintains a self-conscious and fraught relationship with its own vocality.
They express a sense of foreboding that conjures, and is even almost conjured by, the coming
events of the entire Oresteia.*®® The lyreless (&vev Mpac, Ag. 989) sounds of the Erinyes seep into
the psychic and sonic imagination of the Chorus. The Chorus’ furious premonition announces the
Erinyes’ inevitable role within the trilogy’s plot, and, at the same time, sonically forecasts the
metamorphosis of the Chorus of Elders into an eventual Chorus of Furies. The monstrous song is
coming: but at this stage, the song which the Chorus of Elders describes lacks any transcribed
lyrics or linguistic meaning within the play. It is instead purely prefigured sound that generates
meaning here — and an imaginary sound at that, depending on the staging of the play.*®*

This vocal likeness between the Chorus of Elders and the Chorus of Furies is intensified at
the end of the Agamemnon, when Aegisthus — in a gesture of polemical insult — describes their
voices as opposite in quality and effect to that of Orpheus.*® He describes them as barking, thus
implicating this choral voice in the canine affect that the Furies maintain throughout the trilogy.*8®
Furthermore, just as the Furies are described in the Eumenides as creatures whom no one would
draw near,*®’ Aegisthus describes the Chorus of Elders as issuing a repellent voice. He claims that
their voices (both in sound and in sense) are the cause of their alleged isolation and social
abandonment:

Kol ToDTO TETN KA UATOV ApYNYEV

‘Opoei 8¢ YADOOOV THY gvavtiov &yeig

O p&v yap Mye vt and eOoyyTic yopd,

oL & €€opivag vnmiolg LAGypaGY
aénu kpatneic 8” Muepmtepog eavit. (Ag. 1628-1632)

483 See Haldane (1965) for the Oresteia’s musical symbolism that reflects the plot of the play.

484 See Wilson and Taplin (1994) 171-172 on Cassandra.

485 Haldane (1965) 39.

486 On their canine associations and the symbolic force of canines generally, see Padel (1992) 124-125 and Franco
(2014). On the many animal qualities attributed to a range of characters in the Oresteia, see Vernant and Vidal-
Naquet (1990) 150-151.

487 Eum. 53, 69f., 179f.
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Thus the trilogy implies profound affinity at moments of crisis between the voices of the Chorus
of Elders of the Agamemnon with the voices of the Erinyes in the Eumenides. Aegisthus here
suggests that the Elders are (as the Erinyes will be deemed) a source of social stasis. The Argive
Elders here generate an uncanny voice — both disembodied and overly embodied — that will
resound through the next two plays of the trilogy, through the sounds of the Furies.

In the Choephori resounds one of the most mysterious sounds in the Greek tragic corpus:
that is, the scream that ambiguously issues from Clytemnestra’s dream wherein she nurses a
serpent at her breast.*®® There are vivid overlaps between this scream and the Chorus of Elders’
adumbratory intoning of the Furies’ song. Where the Agamemnon presents a waking invasion of
serpents, a furious sound entering the ears and hearts of the Chorus, the scream scene of the
Choephori portrays an ominous sound aggressively pushing itself out, ex-pressing itself, from a
dream about serpentine monstrosity.“®® And as | will discuss later, the Eumenides begins with the
same nexus of sonic imagery: the monstrous Furies (with snakes in their hair) asleep onstage,
making strange noises, whilst the Ghost of Clytemnestra enters their dream. The initial account of
Clytemnestra’s dream-scream in the Choephori emphasises the sonic impact on the bodies of those
who hear it:

TOpOG Yap 0pBoOpiE douwv

OVELPOLOVTIS, £ DTTVOV KOTOV TVE®V,

AwpOVLKTOV ApPoa-

po poydev Elaxe mepi oo,
yovaukeioow &v
dmpacty Bapog TiTveov:
Kprtol <te> T®dVO~ OVEIPAT®V
0ed0ev ELakov LTTEYYLOL

pépeectan Tovg yog vépBev meptBvpmg
101G kTovodoi T ykoteiv. (Cho. 32-41)

488 For comparison with Stesichorus’ Oresteia, see Whallon (1964) 318-319.

489 See Padel (1992) 124 on the deep connections between serpents and the Erinyes. See also Easterling (2008) 227
on the link between Erinyes and snakes, predicated on the capacity to poison. See also Vernant and Vidal-Naquet
(1990) 156 on the various serpentine affiliations of characters in the trilogy.
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Then, nearly five hundred lines after the sound effect is described, the audience learns the actual
imagery of the dream, along with Orestes. The audience is suspended between the fear generated
by the dream sound and the actual revelation of its content, just as would have been the case for
the Chorus who experienced Clytemnestra’s scream. The sound effect for the characters within the
drama is thereby simulated in the narrative structure for the external witnesses to the drama.

The Chorus’ description of the sound at Cho. 34-41 generates an ambiguous account of the
sound’s source. Does the sound emerge literally from the mouth of a dream interpreter, as the
nominative ovelpouavtig might suggest? From the dream itself, which might be indicated by &&
vmvov kotov mvémv, as the nominative switches from the subject of the dream interpreter to the
unnamed thing which is breathing wrath from sleep? On some level, does the sound emerge from
the dreamed persona of Clytemnestra? From Clytemnestra in the state of waking? Or something
else more abstract and perhaps numinous?

Readers of the text or members of the audience can only imagine the scream, because its
delivery occurs through choral description rather than live articulation; but the text offers clues
about the dream-scream’s sonic unfolding and dramatic agency. The sound makes the
metaphorical hairs of the house stand up (6p866pi&) with horror, and it breathes wrath (k6tov
nvéwv, Cho. 34). Thus the vision of Clytemnestra and the meaning of the dream are themselves
metaphorically aligned with a voice both through the word topog, piercing, and the expression
of k6tov, wrath, through the breath. Is it the dream that is having this embodied effect of terror on

the house, or the scream belonging to a dream interpreter or Clytemnestra herself, or the larger
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crisis that is manifesting itself through dream and sound? Where does the force of one end and the
other begin?4%°

This seems to be a hybrid sound, unspecified — or paradoxically overspecified — with regard to
its originating source as well as its temporal location. If this were a scream that issues from the
mouth of someone interpreting the dream, it would come significantly after the dream has ended.
Yet the present participle of Tvéwv, which must refer to the agency of the dream itself, suggests a
logistically impossible, but symbolically conceivable, simultaneity of the dream’s own sonic self-
expression with whatever shrieks a dream interpreter might release. Other temporal tensions exist
that enhance the strangeness of this dream sound, for in the moment of hearing the scream, the
Chorus cannot know the content of the dream: the scream is, of course, a non-semiotic,
extralinguistic expression.*®! But the effect of hearing the sound is hair-raising nonetheless, and it
communicates sense on an immediate yet extralinguistic level. This sound is a sign, a portent, of
something incomprehensible and unarticulated to the characters, yet something whose danger and
crisis is instantly certain.

The repetition of the verb Adokm in this passage indicates the movement of the sound. The
verb’s initial subject is the scream issuing through Clytemnestra in lines 33-34, but then its
appearance in line 39 is controlled by kpitai, moving its sense from aurally-focused shouting to
the deliverance of message. Furthermore, the verb Adoxm has a variety of particular meanings
based on the agent of the sound or voice. Inanimate objects attached to this verb make ringing or
crashing noises, as in the lliad; animals in Homer’s epics and in Hesiod’s Theogony can shriek,

scream, and how! when attached to this verb; men in Greek tragedy attached to this verb can shout,

490 See Devereux (1976) 184-188 on these and other ambiguities of the scream’s source, as well as some
psychological attempts at resolution.

491 On the prophetic aspect of the dream, see Devereux (1976) 184. See Macintosh (1994) 93 for Clytemnestra’s
understanding of the dream on the cusp of death.
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scream, shriek or cry out, and sometimes sing.*%? All of these various senses participate within the
soundscape of the repeated forms of Adokw in this scene. The verb’s various attributions to
inanimate, animal, and human forces converge in the shifting subject attribution in a dreamlike
and disorienting manner, making the sound seem even more monstrous, a composite force that
itself embodies the terror and crisis that troubles the house of Agamemnon.

The Choephori thus presents a dream-scream that in a metaphorical sense behaves like a
monster, in its violent and terrifying portentous quality that surges through the house. The
Eumenides begins with a literalisation of that metaphor: monsters that dream and make strange
noises in their sleep. The play begins with the Pythia’s distraught wonder at their presence.*®® She
struggles to identify them, admitting that her monstrous comparisons to Gorgons and Harpies fail
in representing the horror of the Erinyes:

TpOGHeV 3¢ TAVOPOG TODOE B LOGTOG AOYOG
g0OEL YOVIUK®V €v Opovoloty iuevoc.
ovTol Yuvoikag aALd [opyovag Aéyw:

008’ avte Fopyeiotowy eikdom TOTOIG

< >

€106V 0T’ HOn DWEMG YEYPOULEVAC

OEIMVOV PEPOVGAS ATTEPOL YE UV 10TV

adtan, péhatvor T, &¢ T mhv PdeAvkTpomor

PEYKOVGL 0’ 00 TANTOIGL PLGLALOCLY,

€k 0" OppATOV AgiBovat SuGEIAT] AMPa-

Kol KOGLOG oUTE TPOG eV drydAuaTo

eépety dikatog obtT £¢ avBponmv otéyac. (Eum. 46-56)

The Erinyes regularly present a problem of ontological identification throughout the Oresteia:

even the act of naming, and thus classifying them, proves a fraught venture for the characters in

492 LSJ s.v. Mdokm. See also West (1992) 46 for the sonic implications of this word to describe the prophetic voice.
493 On the possibility of Gorgon costuming and the appearance of the Erinyes, see Sider (1978) 23-24. On the
Pythia’s embodied response (stumbling) as a point of contrast with the Erinyes’ strength (marked by their dancing
feet), see Levine (2015) 271. On this moment as the break between the Erinyes’ invisibility in the first two plays of
the trilogy and their visibility now, see Easterling (2008) 224. See also Bacon (2001) 53-54 on the Erinyes’ portrayal
as strangers. On the staging of this scene, see Brown (1983) 22-24.
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the trilogy.*%* They seem to belong to the realm of imagination and fantasy, even for the Pythia,
whose attempt to make sense of the Erinyes occurs through artificial referents (yeypaupévog) and
comparisons to other mythical creatures.**

While still asleep, and indeed in another realm, the Erinyes emit a monstrous and grotesque
sound, unheard elsewhere in Greek tragedy: they snore. This sound isolates them from consensual
contact with civilisation, according to the Pythia: péykovot 8’ ov mhatoioct guoidpacty (Eum.
53).4%¢ This snoring is accompanied by another viscous and foul emission (bloody*®’ eye
drippage), and also induces the Pythia to use socially degrading language herself:4°® Sommerstein
remarks in his commentary on the Eumenides that péyxe is a verb ‘normally considered below the
dignity of tragedy (it is found only at [Eur.] Rh. 785, with reference to horses).”*®® Thus their sound
itself pollutes the Pythia’s own expression, spreading like disease through her voice and through
the narrative vocabulary of the play, before the Erinyes even make themselves visible.5®

Shortly thereafter, the Ghost of Clytemnestra speaks to the Erinyes in a dream. In response,
they whimper and groan, as indicated by the sonic stage direction of poypdc at line 117.%°* The
Erinyes’ first vocalisations within the tragedy are non-verbal sounds, and thus in the chronological
auditory experience of the audience, their voices are primarily sonic and only secondarily semiotic
and linguistic. In this vocal exchange between a ghost and a chorus of monsters, there emerges a

particularly haunted aural experience for the audience, all of which occurs in the eerie landscape

494 Cf. Eum. 405-414, for Athena’s immediate wonderment at their uniqueness. Even the goddess does not know
what to make of the Erinyes. See Finkelstein (2010).

4% See Whallon (1964) 320.

4% Sommerstein (1989) 91. Distancing from society is also enforced by Béehdxtporor (Eum. 52).

497 I bid.

4% See Taplin (1977b) 371-374 and Whallon (1995) on the appearance of the Furies. See also Padel (1992) 123 on
the Erinyes’ emissions.

499 Cf. 264ff. for the Erinyes’ desire to slurp Orestes’ blood, in exchange for the maternal bloodshed. Sommerstein
(1989) 128. On tragic register, see Goldhill (1997) 127.

500 See Goff (2004) 279-282 on the forces at work in the voice of the Pythia.

501 For the authenticity of this stage direction, see Taplin (1977a) and (1977b) 15.
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of a dream. Clytemnestra’s vocality is already problematic in Agamemnon for its blending of
typically masculine rhetoric with her dangerous matriarchal politics; now that she appears as a
speaking ghost in Eumenides, that monstrosity within her voice is amplified by her spectral
quality.®

Clytemnestra furnishes the scene with the voice of the dead in dialogue with the Erinyes’
bestial, grotesque whimpers and snores. The Erinyes emit the sounds suggested by pvypog and
@ypog in a sort of nonverbal discourse with Clytemnestra. They punctuate her speech with these
sleeping moans, whines, and cries, which elevate into a shrill, doubled shrieking: poypog duthodg
0&6¢ (Eum. 129). In this moment, they vocalise like dogs dreaming of the hunt.>% It is while they
are still sleeping that they utter their first words transcribed in the script, Aapé, Aofé, Aapé, Aapé:
epalov (Eum. 130), which convey the verbal sense of “catch, catch, catch, catch; see!” but also the
repetitive sonic effect of barking and panting, amplifying their canine and predatory associations.>**
The Furies transition from voicing nonsense sounds into semiotic speech, and thus they express
verbal sense and sonic sense combined. It is unclear whether Clytemnestra’s ghost would have
originally been staged as embodied or instead as a disembodied voice during this scene;>® yet
whether or not Clytemnestra is physically present onstage, the soundscape here remains

frightening through the exchange of Clytemnestra’s ghostly exhortations and the Erinyes’ bestial,

grotesque whimpers and snores.

%02 On the voice of Clytemnestra, see Earp (1950) 54-57, Kuhns (1962) 33-36, McClure (1997) in particular,
Stanford (1942) 117-119, Winnington-Ingram (1948) 132. On Clytemnestra’s monstrous associations, see Lebeck
(1967) 183.

503 | ebeck (1971) 132.

504 See Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1990) 141-160.

%05 Taplin (1977b) 367 notes that despite the uncertainty regarding the staging, ‘the empty scene and eerie noises
might be rather effective, and could lead on through a growing sense of horror and strangeness to the climax of the
entry of the Erinyes.’
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The sense of atrocity which accompanies Clytemnestra’s ghost is magnified by her spatial
orientation as well as the soundscape, since her shade is alienated from the social sphere in which
she belongs — the underworld. Clytemnestra’s body thus is a monstrous site and sight, whether or
not it is visible to the audience, since it still reveals the wounds of her murder to the Erinyes in
their sleep: 8pa 8& mAnyag Taode kopdion 6é0ev (Eum. 103), she commands.®®® Clytemnestra’s is
a porous and ghostly body whose physical boundaries are insecure. The entire vocal exchange in
this scene occurs between a spectral murderer and a snoring and shrieking chorus of primeval and
violent monsters. The audience finds itself entrenched in a soundscape that is generated by

creatures frightening, dangerous, and abject.

Clytemnestra urges the Erinyes to put to use their monstrous exhalations, v 6" aipatnpov
nvedp’ €movpicaca T, | ATudL Katioyvaivovoa, vnovog mopi (Eum. 137-138). The Erinyes, it
appears from the discourse surrounding them, can enact physical violence with their exhalations:
antiquity’s greatest example of halitosis, perhaps, and also an indication of what noise can do
within the drama of the Oresteia.>®” According to the Erinyes themselves, noise and sound can
enact a range of violent effects upon the mortal body:

€mi 6& Td1 TELEVML

160¢ PEAOG, TOPOUKOTA,

TOPOPOPA PPEVOOUANG

vuvog €€ 'Epwvdmv,

OEGLILOG PPEVAIV, APOP-

Hyktog, avova Bpotois. (Eum. 328-33)
This binding song gives us monstrous voice in its most explicit incarnation in the Greek tragic

corpus, as the Erinyes give precise detail of the embodied consequences that are enacted upon the

listener by the sounds that they make. Their binding song is usually thought to be accompanied by

508 For the authenticity of these lines, see Podlecki (1986) 35-42 and (1989) 137.
507 See Henrichs (1994) 61 on the binding song as a verbal “attack” on Orestes.
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a circular dance around Orestes®® and is, according to the Chorus, unaccompanied by a lyre
(apopuryktoc).®® The song promises to enact madness (mopoxond), disorientation (zapagopd),
destruction and binding of the mind (ppevodaArc... déopog epevdv), and desiccation (owova
Bpotoic). Playing upon the link between the spell-binding power of their song and the physical
binding which they promise, this Chorus conceptualises their own vocal performance as dangerous
and powerful enough to engender madness and physical dissolution. >

Despite these explicit and menacing claims, the physical consequences of hearing which
the Erinyes allege in their binding song do not seem to occur — or at least the text gives no such
indication of such effects upon Orestes in this moment. And as is often the case, the sounds that
are most monstrous — or which claim the most rupture, dissolution, and disorder — are the ones
which are heavily and metrically stylised. This same tension is borne out by the Erinyes as a result
of the contrast between their abject, miasmic appearances and their anxiety about purification and
pollution resulting from the sanctuary for Orestes.®!! After the binding song, Athena appears,
summoned by the sound and by Orestes’ prayers; and when Orestes speaks again, he does so with
a collected mind, thus exhibiting none of the violent symptoms of madness or withering which
their song describes. There is no implication, furthermore, that the binding song was incomplete

and thereby ineffectual.

508 Henrichs (1994) 60-65; Sommerstein (1989) ad 299-396; Taplin (1977b) 386 n. 1.

509 See Wilson and Taplin (1994) 174 on how this term implies not only that no lyre is present, but also that their
song is somehow antithetical to the sounds of the lyre. Cf. the Chorus at Ag. 989-991, tov 8 &vev AMpog Spmc
VUVOdET | Opfivov Eptvidog antodidaktog Ecmbev | Bupdc.

510 See Lloyd-Jones (1970) ad loc. 306 on the language of binding spells. See also Rutherford (2012) 46 and Faraone
(1985) on the association between this song and curses of the period. See Henrichs (1994) 61-65 on the role of dance
and choral self-referentiality in the magic of the Erinyes’ binding song.

511 See Easterling (2008) 221 on the ineffectuality of the binding song on Orestes, but on the fulfillment of the
Erinyes’ words later in the play; ibid., 230 also accounts for the ineffectuality not through futility of the Erinyes’
power but through Athena’s protection of Orestes. See also Brown (1983) 26-27 on the Erinyes’ attempts to madden
Orestes.
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The Eumenides, a play which is deeply occupied with exploring the contemporary political
climate of Athens, thus presents monstrous voice in a way that flirts with ambiguity and
transgression only to, in the end, accommodate its integration. Indeed, this voice signifies the ways
in which primitive forms of justice, with all of their power, can be seen as monstrous unless they
become integrated into the polis.>? Only the divine protection of Apollo and the intervention of
Athena can stand in the way between the monstrous voice and the mortal body (in the case of
Orestes). The end of the play brings the harmonious reconciliation of the Erinyes and the primal
justice they represent into the polis, as their mode of justice is seen to be potentially threatening
to, but ultimately an important part of, the establishment and history of Athenian diké."

This is why, until the final play’s resolution, the Erinyes appear more monstrous than
divine.>* Their monstrous features are numerous: first of all, they come from an earlier time and
belong to an ancient cosmogonic order — a fact which they themselves proclaim, as they emphasise
their lineage from Nyx (without mention of a male parent).>® Secondly, they are depicted as
terrifying in several aesthetic categories, due to their hybrid, fierce, and animalistic appearances
and behaviours,®*® which the Pythia struggles to comprehend and verbalise. Third, they are
underworld goddesses, and as such their appearance is out of place in Argos. According to Apollo,
they ought to occupy traditional monstrous infernal, or barbarian, geography:

o0TOl 000101 TOTGOE Ypipmteston mpémet,

GAL” 00 KapAVIGTHPEC dPOALDPOYOL
dikat opayai te, oméppatdc T dmopBopadn

512 See Winnington-Ingram (1933) on the notion that that the Delphic mode of justice represented by Apollo is also
superseded. See also Rutherford (2012) 1-2 on the ways in which Orestes shares in Clytemnestra’s ‘monstrous
character.’

513 Seaford (1994) 365. Cf. Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1990) 72-75.

514 Cf. Bacon (2001) 50-51, who reads Aeschylus’ portrayal of the Erinyes as less monstrous and more a
representation of ‘a universal psychological reality.’

515 Eum. 393-396. On the relationship between old and new gods in Eum., see Solmsen (1949) 178-181.

516 Clytemnestra chastises the Erinyes while they are asleep (Eum. 127-128), saying they have been drained of the
serpent’s power. This suggests not only that the Erinyes typically behave like snakes but also that they are animated
by an ambiguous daimonic serpentine force.
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OOV KakKoDTL YAODVIG, N0 AKPOVIA

Agvopol te, Kol pulovoty OIKTIGUOV TTOADY

V1o Payv Tayévies. (Eum. 185-190)

From the descriptions of the Pythia earlier and that of Apollo here, the Aeschylean Erinyes are
clearly inconsistent with and antagonistic to the temporal and geographical world of the play: they
threaten to infect people and places with their breath, voices, and abject bodily drippage.®*’ Even
the Erinyes themselves profess the imperative of separation between themselves and Olympian
gods:

yryvopévoust Adym tad” €¢° auiv kpavon

aBavatov 6 améyev xEpac, ovdé Tig £0Ti

oLVOITOP HETAKOLVOC,.

TOAAEVKOV O& TEMA®V Amdpopog dxAnpoc £tvydnv (Eum. 349-352)

The Erinyes are held at such a remove from the Olympian gods that no agent can pass between
them.>® They consistently threaten the new societal order that Athena represents and that
Aeschylus strives to establish throughout the Oresteia.

The Eumenides and its ultimate conclusion demonstrate the necessary integration of the
monster into the polis. The successful resolution and establishment of Athenian justice can only
occur when these monstrous divinities are granted a civil role within the drama and the larger
cosmology that informs it. The creatures that Apollo once identified as belonging with lions must
in fact become interwoven with men, into social and political life. In the Oresteia, the monster can
be domesticated, but not ignored. In reading together these three instances of furious and dream-

like sound, it becomes clear that where logos drives toward resolution and logic, sound breaks

through and cracks open the wordscape of the trilogy, impressing a foreboding sense of crisis.

517 See Easterling (2008) 229 on how the Erinyes’ being out-of-place participates in the fear they generate.
518 On the relationship between Zeus and the Erinyes, see Bacon (2001), Brown (1983) 27-28, and Solmsen (1937)
189.
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Furthermore, the frequent juxtaposition of dreaming and extralinguistic sound-making invites us

to consider these sounds as objects of interpretation.

These sonic moments — the invasive song that enters the mind of the Chorus in
Agamemnon, the dream-scream from Clytemnestra in the Choephori, and the Erinyes’ dreaming
noise-making — all demonstrate that sound participates in the tragic plot. Sound saturates the entire
Oresteia with dread, inscribing a pervasive Furious presence and enabling the Erinyes to
consistently occupy the stage. They compose a soundtrack that courses through the drama and its

characters for the entire trilogy.>*°

Conclusion
In listening to the Aeschylean monsters that vocalise on the tragic stage, we may begin to see the
ways in which the monstrous and the human are forced to mingle in Greek tragedy. The voice of
lo demonstrates that the monstrous can physically invade the human body. However, the drama of
lo and the drama of the Erinyes occur in different spatio-temporal realms altogether, and these two
sets of voices seem to represent the two very distinct ways in which tragedy negotiates the
integration of monster and human. The voice of lo represents the metaphorical monstrosity of the
human condition when distended through divine will. The Erinyes on the other hand undergo a
more positive divine intervention that transforms them into a strange but crucial aspect of
civilisation. Where Zeus makes the mortal o monstrous through his power,*?° Athena and Apollo

reduce the Erinyes’ monstrosity, as they become an integral facet of political justice. It is therefore

519 See Brown (1983) for an overview of the scholarly debate as to whether the Erinyes visibly appear onstage at the
end of the Choephori.
520 See Solmsen (1949) 124-177.
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evident that these plays offer two vivid, albeit wide-ranging, examples of the drama of monstrosity
itself — the move toward it, in the case of lo, and away from it, in the case of the Erinyes.

Helen Bacon argues that the central transformation that is staged in the Eumenides is not
Orestes’ homecoming, but rather the change in the Erinyes’ relationship to both divine and civic
order:

The Furies, whose presence is normally a sign of pollution, take up permanent residence

in Athens without pollution, acquiring a new status as honored guests instead of outsiders

to be driven off. In this final scene, the emphasis shifts (it has indeed been gradually

shifting throughout this last play) from the problems of Argos and the house of Atreus to

the Furies' role in the cosmos and Athens' role in clarifying it.>?
The Erinyes’ shifting vocalisations are a central component of their development: the
metamorphosis away from monstrosity is itself staged vocally as well as on the level of plot.??
When the Erinyes express anger and humiliation at the outcome of Athena’s trial, she tells them
first of all to change their voices and shift their soundscape away from that of grief: éuoi nifec0e
un Papvotovmg eépetv (Eum. 794). Not yet persuaded out of their grief, they moan and shout
vigorously (Eum. 808-823, 837-846, 869-880) and aggress with their voices: nvé® tot pévog <0>
Gmovtd te kotov (Eum. 840). When the Erinyes do begin to release some of their rage, they phrase
their own change of perspective in language that shifts the incantatory power from themselves (as in
the binding song) to Athena, when they reply, 6éA&ewv 1 €owkac, kol pediotapon kétov (Eum. 900).
No longer exhaling wrath, the Eumenides begin to speak in a rhetoric of protection rather than

violence, and they say that no destructive blasts of wind should do harm to the city (Eum. 938-

941).52% This directly contrasts with the destructive breaths that Clytemnestra urged that they direct

521 Bacon (2001) 52.
522 See Brown (1983) 29-31 on the transformation in other figures in the trilogy, particularly Apollo.
523 On this “‘change of position’ and ‘reordering of song’, see Wilson and Taplin (1994) 174-175.

190



at Orestes (Eum. 137-138). Athena emphasises the beneficence of their changed voices when she
asks,

N 168 dcovEeTE, TOAEWS PPOVPIOV,
ol émucpaiver; (Eum. 949-950)

The goddess continues to comment on their voices as sources of goodness for the city, in her

rhetorical question,

apa epovodcty YAdoong dryadfig

000V evpiloKeLy;

€K TOV QOPePDV TMVOE TPOSHTMV

HEYO KEPOOG OPM TOTGOE TOAITIUG

TaG60E Yap eHPPOVIS EDPPOVEG el

HEYa TIUDVTES Kol YRV Kol TOAY

opBodikaiov

npéyete TAVIOG dtbryovtes. (Eum. 988-95)
The voices of the Erinyes move from canine whimpering in the play’s opening, to violent
incantation in the binding song, to groaning (otevalw, Eum. 818), and finally, to exultation: the
play closes with a collective feminine cry of triumph, 6AoAvEate viv émi poimaic (Eum. 1043,
1047). The voice of the Erinyes is then mingled with the voice of the rest of the procession in these
exultations, thus offering aural fulfilment of the broader incorporation of the Erinyes.>?*

The Erinyes, and the gradual incorporation of their choral voice into the tragic soundscape,
above all show that, within these plays, the monster enters and inhabits the civic world.>?® This
process is one mediated by Athena herself. As Anne Lebeck indicates, there is a sense in which

Athena uses her divine voice to incorporate and therefore change the disposition as well as the

voices of the Erinyes:

524 On cults to Eumenides, see Brown (1984) 260-265. On the significance of this vocal transformation, see Haldane
(1965) 39-40.

525 See Bacon (2001) on the visual dimension as well. She argues that the transformation in the Erinyes’ visibility
(rather than sonority) into light and out of darkness, into clarity and out of specificity, marks their transition into
Olympic cooperative order. See also Segal (1998) on Athena’s civilisation of the Erinyes as compared with her
translation of the Gorgons’ lamenting voices into the aulos in Pindar’s Pyth. 9.
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All of [Athena’s] speeches request that the Furies refrain from carrying out their threats.

And this request both repeats words which they themselves have used and introduces new

metaphors to express the same ideas. %%
This integration of the Erinyes into Athens reveals the ways in which the monster enters the human
realm in tragedy. In Chapter 5, it will become clear that the monster continues to resonate in human
voices in the genre, even when no monsters or hybrids occupy the stage. The Erinyes vividly
exemplify a particular component of Greek monstrosity, which is that the monster’s status is often
characterised by its cooperation with, or antagonism to, Olympian order. In other words, the
Erinyes demonstrate the fluidity of the categories of monster and deity by initially acting as
autonomous agents outside of Olympian order; and as such, they look and sound especially
monstrous at the beginning of the Eumenides.®?” Their violent propagation of a revenge-based
justice can only be conceived of as monstrous, until such propagation is modified and sanctioned
by Athena, and can therefore be seen as commensurate with Olympian order. As the play
progresses, and as the Erinyes become cooperative within the order of Zeus — due to the mediation
enacted by Athena — they slide away from their monstrous identity and into a more divine identity:
still terrifying, still great, but newly recast within Olympian order.%%®

Thus far | have charted the inward trajectory of the monster dramatised in Greek tragedy,
and | have shown how the monsters without become monsters within. But there is a further level,
treated in Chapter 5, at which monstrosity begins to appear not as an invasion into the human, but
an eruption out of the human. The second-hand soundscapes of Euripides’ Hippolytus and

Heracles, which include the crashing surges of the monstrous sea-bull and the imagined voices of

526 |_ebeck (1971) 89.

527 The Erinyes themselves describe the structural division and antagonism between old gods and new gods at Eum.
788f.

528 See Easterling (2008) 225 on how the staging of the Erinyes contributes to their simultaneous bestiality and
divinity.
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Heracles’ weapons, both instigate crises within the plays. The sea-bull’s roars, mixed with the
sounds of waves, take on agential force within the drama and participate in the death of Hippolytus.
The voices Heracles imagines, after his madness has subsided, reiterate the hero’s existential
otherness.

Traces of the monster’s semantic strangeness and sensory threat also emerge in the
oppressive cries of pain that fill the soundscape of Sophocles’ Philoctetes. Philoctetes’ cries are
so subhuman, so unbearable to hear, that they participate in Philoctetes’ abandonment on the isle
of Lemnos. The monstrous also courses through the horribly hybrid, disfigured voices of other
fallen hyper-masculine Sophoclean heroes like Ajax and Heracles. Their lamenting songs reveal
an identity-troubling vocal androgyny and rupture from selfhood. These heroes devastate
themselves as well as the other characters who hear their voices. The human personality becomes
fragmented, hybridised, and socially dangerous — and this process is often explored through the
medium of voice.

So, indeed, Greek tragedy is a tricky genre in which to go monster-hunting: but not because
the monsters are nowhere to be found. On the contrary, tragedy and its soundscapes tell us that the
monster is lurking everywhere. We can hear it in the words of the messenger, in the imagined

soundscapes of heroes, even in the heroic voice itself.

193



CHAPTERS

CENTRIFUGAL MONSTERS IN GREEK TRAGEDY: EURIPIDES AND SOPHOCLES

‘Is it not first through the voice that one becomes animal?’ —Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand
Plateaus®?°

Introduction
In Chapter 4, monstrous beings were seen to invade both the human body and the polis and to
situate themselves within the human realm. This inward trajectory found in Prometheus Bound
and the Oresteia is complemented in Euripides and Sophocles by an outward (and predominantly
vocal) movement of monstrosity, which emanates from deep within the tragic hero through the
medium of voice itself.

Other Greek literary genres portray monsters whose bodies cut across categories and
threaten the human realm with violence, but whose identities remain consistently monstrous. Even
when these monsters take on heroic or human qualities, and even when they trouble the divide
between monster and human, their monstrous identity is not in itself undergoing a process of
metamorphosis, flux, or becoming. In Greek tragedy, by contrast, the notion of ‘trajectory’ is
essential for an understanding of the rendering of the monster: here, monstrosity is largely explored
abstractly as a process rather than as a fixed ontological category.

Greek tragedy explores the concept of monstrosity through processes of ‘becoming other’:

instead of depicting monsters that are part-human, part-animal, tragedy stages the process of the

52 Deleuze and Guattari (1987) 4.
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human, in extraordinary circumstances, becoming animal.>*° | do not wish to argue that tragedy
self-consciously, as a genre, asks, What to do with the monster? Nor do | wish to suggest that
Greek tragedy offers an answer in the form of metaphorical monsters. Instead | argue that tragedy,
although it stages relatively few mythological monsters, is no less interested than other genres in
the ontological, religious, and cosmic questions posed by monsters. Tragedy, however, explores
these questions differently: not through the staging of literal monsters, but by scrutinising the
monstrous and its presence within human beings.>3! Tragedy stages processes of becoming other:
man becoming woman, man becoming animal, man becoming monster.

Tragedy uses voice as a central node for these processes of becoming. This is evident in
the cases of lo and the Erinyes, for whom voice articulates their transformations: from human to
monster (1o) and monster to divinity (Erinyes). This chapter now emphasises an alternative process
of becoming, a process that can be dubbed as a *‘monstrous emergence’, which is articulated most
vividly in the Euripidean Heracles, as well as the Sophoclean Ajax, Philoctetes, and Heracles. The
process of hero becoming monstrous typically begins with an act of violence suffered by the hero,
whether in the form of madness (Ajax, Euripides’ Heracles®3?), poison (Sophocles’ Heracles), or
snakebite (Philoctetes).®*® Through this physical attack upon the heroic figure, the human hero
appears to destroy himself in a variety of ways, becoming a fragmented, hybridised version of

himself.>3* Ruth Padel notes that tragedy ‘stages humanity’s need to defend itself against the

530 This concept of ‘becoming other’ is modeled on that postulated in Wohl (2005)’s reading of Euripides’ Bacchae
and Deleuze and Guattari (1987). On monsters and metamorphosis, see Warner (2002) 75-78. Seaford (1994) 363
argues that tragedy as a genre centres around the concept of confusing difference and muddling oppositions.

%31 For brief discussion of the relationship between the terms ‘monster’ and ‘monstrous’ as used in this thesis, see
pages 9-11.

532 See Michelini (1987) 235 for the comparison of Ajax’s and Heracles’ madness.

533 See Biggs (1966) 233 for the argument that disease in Sophocles’ Ajax, Trachiniae, and Philoctetes functions as a
metaphorical ‘outgrowth of the hero's character in his circumstances.’

53 Riley (2008) 14-50.
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nonhuman... The core hope is that something will survive nonhuman attacks.”>*® The plays
examined in this chapter articulate the crises that occur when these ‘nonhuman attacks’ pose a
threat to the hero’s own identity. Indeed, these assaults from the nonhuman realm often reveal or
enforce an aspect of nonhumanity in the human hero himself.

This metaphorical monstrosity in the human heroes is made manifest through horrible and
troubling vocalisations — hybrid, excessive, violent, and ontologically confused. My readings begin
with the real monsters that emerge in Greek tragedy and gradually move toward the increasingly
abstract renderings of the monstrous. I begin by considering the sounds of the sea-bull in Euripides’
Hippolytus. | argue that the sounds generated by this monster reflect one of the play’s central
questions, which is the problematic overdetermination of agency and causality in the death of
Hippolytus. This is a sound that destabilises categories, drawing all those who hear it into a state
of confusion. In this sense, sound wields agential force in Hippolytus — though it reaches the
audience second-hand, relayed in a Messenger speech. In Euripides’ Heracles, the monstrous
soundscape also reaches the audience second-hand, because it exists in the mind of Heracles after
he awakens from his maddened state. Heracles imagines nonhuman entities, including his weapons
and the earth below his feet, speaking to him and reiterating his existential otherness. These
imagined voices therefore articulate, to and within the mind of Heracles, the categorical otherness
(and the monstrosity) that courses through the hero after his maddened attack on his family.

The monstrous soundscapes in Euripides’ Hippolytus and Heracles both reflect and
instigate categorical crises for those who hear them. This is also the case for the Sophoclean heroes
Heracles, Ajax, and Philoctetes. Each of these heroes suffers a major vocal transformation that

directly amplifies their respective falls, and calls into question their identities as heroic men. In

53 padel (1992) 5.
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Sophocles, both Heracles’ and Ajax’s voices change from bullish martial exclamation into
femininised weeping; Philoctetes’ voice changes from socially acceptable logos into
uncontrollable and extralinguistic cries of agony. In each of these plays, the voices of the heroes
cause pain to themselves and to those who encounter them. Their voices place them outside of
social propriety. Becoming other happens through the voice, and this process is characterised as
transgressive and socially problematic. The same heroic body accommodates figures who were
once masculine heroes and who are now feminine (Heracles, Ajax) or animalistic vocalisers
(Philoctetes),>*® and so the same body is occupied by radically opposing versions of these
characters; the voices and their metamorphoses encapsulate the otherness within the self. It is in
this sense that tragedy explores the monstrous through processes of becoming other.

These case studies, although they reveal patterns in the works of the tragedians, should not
be taken as programmatic for the entire tragic corpus. There are observable differences in the ways
in which each tragedian grapples with the figure of the monster and the concept of monstrosity.
The Euripidean tragedies under examination here explore the multiple sources of monstrous
soundscapes, which serve to amplify and reflect upon the Euripidean interest in the problem of
agency and causality within tragedy. The Sophoclean tragedies examined here all locate
monstrosity within the figure of the fallen masculine hero and focus on the crisis that occurs when
this monstrosity surges out of the individual hero through the voice. My readings in this chapter
move from the more concrete monster sounds into the more abstract monstrous sounds, both of

which constitute tragedy’s unique exploration of monstrosity.

53 On gender and disease in Philoctetes, see Kosak (2006).
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Euripides’ Hippolytus
There are two primary Euripidean figures who project and invoke monstrous soundscapes: the sea-
bull in Euripides’ Hippolytus and Heracles in his eponymous Euripidean tragedy. Readings of
tragic voice and sound must consider the nonhuman soundscapes along with the human —
particularly because the nonhumanity that resounds in the voices of human heroes often
emblematises the nature of the crises.

One of the central soundscapes in Euripides’ Hippolytus is generated by nonhuman figures,
but it is narrated and brought into the play through human language. In lines 1198-1254, the
Messenger reports to Theseus that a gigantic bull, sent by Poseidon, rushed out of the ocean. This
bull, according to the Messenger, ushers in a clamorous scene of horror and frenzy that affects the
humans as well as nonhumans who witness the bull’s emergence.®*” The sound that it makes is not
performed onstage, but instead is mediated through report and described with vivid
phenomenological detail in the Messenger’s speech:

&vlev Tic Ny o xO6viog, ag povtr Adg,

BapLv Bpopov pediike, pikmorn KAVEV:

dpOOV 8¢ Kkpdit” EoTNoay oV T £C OVPAVOV

inmot, mop” NEiv 8 fv POPOC veavikdg

ndBev mot’ €in POHYYOC. 1205

VT 0€ 6LV KADOMVL KO TpIKL Lo

Kop~ €EEOMKe Tadpov, dyplov Tépag: 1214

00 o HEV YOV EOEYLOTOG TANPOLHEVY

QPIKAOES AvTeBEyyeT’, elcopdot 6

Kkpeloocov O depyudTmv EQaiveto.

€00VG 0& TMAOLG dEVOC Eumintel POPocC.

Kol 0eomdTNG eV immikoioy i0eotv

TOADG ELVOIKGV fipTaG” MViag xepoiv, 1220

EAKel 0 KoMV dote vavPatng avnp,

ipaoty &g todmobey aptnoag dEUaC
ai &’ évdakodoatl oTOH TVPLYEVT YVADOLG

537 See Barlow (1971) 61-78 and De Jong (1991) on messengers in Euripides. See Conacher (1967) 43 on the
transition from the human to the supernatural level in Hippolytus and Euripides generally.
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Biow pEpovcty, oUTE VOLKANPOL YEPOS

000’ InmodécmV 00TE KOAANTAV OY®V 1225
LETAGTPEPOVONL. KeL UEV & T LoAOaKd

yoiag &y@v olokag 06VVOL dpouOV,

TPOVQOIVET™ €G TO TPOGOEV, HOT  AVAGTPEPELY,
TaDPog, POPmL TETp®POV EKpaivav dyov:

€10’ &¢ métpag pépowvto papydoar ppévag, 1230
oyt teddlov dvroyt Euveinerto,

€c 000" Em¢ EoPNAE KAVEYOITIOEV

ayida TETPOL TPOSPAAMDY O LOTOG.

oOuPLPTA & MV Bmavto: cOPLYYES T BV

TPoY®V ETMd®V A&dvev T~ évilara, 1235
avTOG &” O TANU®V MVINCTY EUTANKELS

deopov dvoelEMktov EAketon Oebeic,

OTOOOVEVOG UEV TTPOC TETPUS PIAOV KapaL
Opavwv te hpkag, devd & EE0VODY KALETY
Triit’, @ @étvouct Toic époic tefpoppévar, 1240
un 1 dEaAetymt’ s @ motpog Ty’ Gpd

Tig Gvdp” dproTov Povletal cOGUL TOPDOV;

o1 &” Ekpuebev Kai 1O SVOTNVOV TEPOG
Tapov Aemoiag ov katod’ 6ot yBovog. (Eur. Hipp. 1201-1248)

Even in its first moments of description, this soundscape is immediately flagged as a hybrid of
divine, animal, and oceanic aspects. The soundscape is compared to Zeus' thunder (Hipp.
¢ Ppovrn Awog, Hipp. 1201), noted for its chthonic force (y06viog, Hipp. 1201), and is generated
by the physical movement and voice of a strange, out-of-place, and gigantic animal. The sounds
of the speech itself mimic the insurgence of the bull’s sound. As Halleran notes, ‘The miraculous
begins with a chthonic rumbling, highlighted by the alliteration of labials and the recurrent r’s in
Bpovti Ao, | Bopdv Ppopov pedijke, pprccddn.”>8

Ambiguous sources are a resonant theme in the Hippolytus. The Messenger describes the
profound uncertainty about the source of the sound itself (Hipp. 1204-1205), and it is described in
a range of sonic categories, including fy® (Hipp. 1202), Bapvv Bpdpov (Hipp. 1202), and ¢Bdyyog

(Hipp. 1205). This plural attribution intensifies the ambiguous sources of the sound. The

538 Halleran (1995) ad 1201-1202.

199



soundscape thus contributes to the more general ambiguity about agency and causality found in
Euripidean tragedy.>*® Just as we may be prompted to ask who or what is responsible for this
moment of violence and bloodshed instigated by the bull’s emergence, we may also ask similar
questions about the soundscape and its origins.>*® The Messenger’s speech continues to emphasise
the ways in which this sound has physiological consequences for its listeners: the sound behaves
as a shudder-inducing (Hipp. 1202), foreboding sonic portent of Hippolytus’ fate, but it is also in
itself the startling event which triggers the violence of Hippolytus’ death.

The sea-bull’s soundscape, in addition to combining the divine, oceanic, animal, and
human sonic categories, also engenders a ‘destruction of communication’®* and a categorical
levelling for those who hear it. Both animals and humans are equally struck by it (Hipp. 1203-
1205). The division of beast and man dissolves in the face of this monstrous sound, as its audience
is reduced to fear and wonderment in its presence. The sound cuts across categorical difference.
The Messenger’s speech makes clear the sheer force of monstrous sound: it is a sonic experience
that causes civilisation and its structures to crumble. The messenger tells of the horses’ flawless
training, which seems to disappear when they are faced with the onslaught of this monstrous,
chthonic, and bestial sound. Their accumulated ‘civilising’ instantly vanishes. The horses,
forgetting their training, are reduced to panic and frenzy. They flee the bull, crash into rocks, and
mangle the body of Hippolytus. As the Messenger remarks, copgupta & fv éravta: (Hipp. 1234):

‘Everything was confusion.’

539 Holmes (2010) 253 discusses the ambiguity in the play’s attribution of agency and violence, and she focuses her
discourse on the body as a figure that offers a further ambiguation of this problem.

540 These questions are reminiscent of those explored in our reading of the scream from Clytemnestra’s dream in the
Choephori, Chapter 4, 179-182.

541 Segal (1993) 92.
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The sound that the messenger describes is therefore hybrid, portentous, and carries a
category-destabilising effect. The emergence of the sea-bull ruptures the civilised world of the
play, as John Gould writes:

The language and the imagery of this passage powerfully create an awareness that what is

happening here is the wreck and destruction of human skills, of a lifetime of effort spent

in trying to create a common world of man and animal; it is the untaming of the wild, the
utter and instantaneous annihilation of human technology, of culture itself. Seamanship,
metallurgy, horse-breaking, wagon-building are all associated in our perception of what
is here swept away.>*
This “annihilation... of culture itself’ is emblematised in the image of the animals (the horses), the
man (Hippolytus), and the technology (the carriage) all tangled up in a grisly and chaotic scene of
violence, prompted by the emergence of the bull. The sound described by the Messenger instead
induces sheer terror, and its sources are ambiguous and hybrid. The sea-bull thus enacts two
components of monstrosity, since it behaves both as a real-life monster and a portent from a god.>*3
Hippolytus adds his own voice to this soundscape that includes the roaring of the earth, the
bellowing of the bull, its echoes, the crashing of waves, the clamour of the horses. He speaks
through the violence (Hipp. 1234-1239): his voice cries out in anguish and futility to the horses,
begging them not to obliterate him, precisely while his body is being mangled and battered.
Hippolytus’ voice in turn is characterised as horrible to hear (dewva &° é€avddv kKAveiv, Hipp. 1239).
His screams of pain resound with those of the bull, the earth, and the sea, as he wishes for death and
laments his fate.

Just as the sounds described by the messenger are emitted by a range of sources, it is equally

impossible to identify a single agent of the violence inflicted upon the body of Hippolytus.>* Is it

542 Gould (1985) 29.

543 See Introduction, 23-31. See Segal (1993) 99.

54 See Gould (1985) 28-29 on how ‘Aphrodite’s revenge works through human motivations.” See also Michelini
(1987) on the even balance of error across the play’s three major characters. At Hipp. 1403, Hippolytus himself casts
all the blame on Aphrodite.
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the horses, whose reactions to the sea-bull inadvertently result in the flaying of Hippolytus? Or is
the bull the agent, since its emergence is what triggers the horses to smart and trample the youth,
even though the bull itself does nothing but emerge and disappear? Perhaps Poseidon, who sends
the bull as an answer to Theseus’ request? Perhaps Theseus who made the request? Perhaps
Phaedra who lied to Theseus, prompting the wish to Poseidon? Perhaps Aphrodite, who
orchestrates the unfolding of the plot in response to Hippolytus’ dcéfeia? Perhaps also Hippolytus,
for maintaining his dcéPeia against Aphrodite in the first place?

My aim is not to articulate a singular agent of this violence, but rather to demonstrate that
it percolates through a huge range of divine, monstrous, animal, and human hosts. The violence
and its overdetermination resonate in the soundscape of the Messenger’s speech, where the
violence of the plot and the sound accompanying the monster mutually permeate the human and
nonhuman characters in the play. Listening to the mediated soundscape surrounding the sea-bull
indicates that the mode of forceful violence that unfolds in the plot of Hippolytus operates in a
number of registers, through a range of agents, in multiple modes.

It is fairly easy and altogether unsurprising to call the crises and violence of tragic plots
‘monstrous’ in a loose metaphorical use of the word, but here | am attempting to show that even
the offstage soundscape can be productively discussed as a sonic manifestation of some of the
larger questions of the tragedy. The real, rather than metaphorical monster, comes out of the sea
and lends its qualities and characteristics both to the soundscape and to the tragic plot itself. My
reading of Hippolytus attempts to show the ways in which soundscape can become agential. The
soundscape itself is generated by means of a monstrous hybridity and multiplicity of agencies,
both human and nonhuman, which are at the heart of the questions posed by the play. The

nonhuman vocality seen in tragedy — through the bull, the ocean, the horses, the winds in

202



Hippolytus — is intimately linked with that centrally tragic, and particularly Euripidean, question

of agency and causality in tragedy.

Euripides’ Heracles

The sea-bull in Hippolytus and Heracles in his Euripidean name-play enact two complementary
aspects of the “processes’ emblematic of Greek tragedy’s exploration of monstrosity. The sea-bull
represents the kinetic encroachment of the monster into the human realm. It comes out of the sea,
bringing terror, disruption, and violence from the monstrous and divine realms onto the human
body of Hippolytus. Euripides’ Heracles translates into abstraction this supervention of the
monstrous within the human, through the figure of Heracles himself. In his maddened state,
Heracles is transformed into a conduit for the divine wrath of Hera as enacted through Lyssa.>*®
Heracles himself enacts monstrous violence upon his children and his wife, and in this moment,
the archetypal monster-slayer becomes both the monster and the slayer, both the agent and the
patient of a maddened violence.

This violence becomes monstrous not only in its sheer excess and horror, but also in the
fact that the persona of Heracles becomes fragmented, doubled, hybridised; the mad Heracles and
the sane Heracles’ are accommodated in the same acting body.>*® Indeed, in this instance as
elsewhere in Sophocles’ Ajax, Philoctetes and Trachiniae, madness in tragedy takes on a
monstrous aspect because it simultaneously doubles and fragments the self into something that is

both one’s ‘own’ and ‘other’.%4’

%4 See Provenza (2013) 68-69 on the monstrosity in the depiction of Lyssa. See also Holmes (2008).
546 On Heracles’ madness and its connection to shamanistic duties, see Burkert (1979) 93-96.
547 Riley (2008) 14-50.

203



But unlike the sounds of the Sophoclean Ajax, Philoctetes, and Heracles, this Euripidean
Heracles conjures an imagined monstrous soundscape — he imagines the earth opening up and
speaking, telling him not to tread upon it, and that the rivers will also acquire a voice, telling him he
may not cross:

8¢ tod10 & fEey suppopdc olpai ToTE"

QoVNV Yop fioel 0wV Arevvémovca e

un Oryydvew yic kol OdAacoa pn tepdv

Tyl T€ TOTAU®Y, Kol TOV OPUOTAAOTOV

T&lov’ €v decpoToY EKUUNCOLLOL.

[kai TodT” dprota, undév’ ‘EAMvev 1 opayv,

gv oiowv evtuyodvieg fev dABoL ]

Ti Ofjta pe (v o¢t; (HF 1294-1301)

In addition to the earth and the rivers, Heracles also imagines the weapons with which he slew his
family, singing and speaking to him at his side:
® Aypai inpétmv

TEPYELS, AVYPaiL 0E TMVO  OTA®V Kovmviad.

apnyovd yop motep” Exm tad T pebd,

0 TAEVPA TAUG TTPOCTTVOVT EPET TAOE

Hyidv tékv’ eiheg kod Sapapd’ Mudc Exelc

TouSoKTOVOLC GOVC. €T &Y0 TAS™ MAEvalg

oiow; ti paokwv; (HF 1376-1382)

Whereas the Sophoclean heroes’ voices (as we will see) peal out of their distressed crises, the
monstrous voice within the Heracles instead takes the form of the imagined, metaphorical voice of
the cosmos itself.>*® This imagined voice reminds the hero that his only true possessions are
instruments of violence (HF nudg &yl maudoktdvoug covg), and it also denies Heracles a place in
the universe.>*°® Helene Foley articulates the ways in which the social structures of Thebes cannot

accommodate Heracles and the violence he represents, but Athens (and tragedy itself) offer a solution

to the man for whom there seems to be no place in the cosmos:

>4 Barlow (1996) ad 1295ff. compares this passage to OT 1427-1428, but notes that the passage in Heracles is
unique because the elements themselves are speaking. See also Padilla (1992) 12.
549 See Foley (1985) 168-175; Bond (1981) ad 158; and Michelini (1987) 242-246 on the weapons.
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The Heracles also raises with particular directness social and artistic questions central to all

Greek tragedy. First, how can the heroic areté of a Heracles be celebrated in an Athenian

context? The crazed Heracles of the peripety can be said to represent a whole class of epic

heroes whose violent achievement of kleos (fame) comes ultimately at the cost of their
family’s or community’s survival... In the Heracles Euripides systematically confronts
almost the entire earlier tradition on Heracles and the contradictions it poses for a Thebes
that finds no place for the hero. Yet finally only Athens and tragedy, with its emphasis on
sacrifice, violence, and suffering, can rescue Heracles from the “death’ and anachronism with
which is threatened in the earlier scenes and create an untraditional spiritualized hero equal
to the mutability of human life and valuable for the Athenian polis.>°

The inanimate world takes on a voice that tells the story of Heracles’ state of existential and social

crisis.

These voices circulate in Heracles’ human imagination, but centre around nonhuman
speakers. In this way, they differ greatly from the Sophoclean monstrous voices, which surge out of
the human form with traces of otherness and distension ascribed within their sonority. Both the
Euripidean and the Sophoclean Heracles come to realise that the return to the domestic space brings
consequences more monstrous and more unbearable than the mythical monsters he encountered on
his labours. Euripides’ Heracles explicitly characterises the return home as the final labour, tov
LoicBlov 8& TOVS ETANV Téhag movov, | tardoktovicag ddpa Optykdoa kakoic (HF 1279-1280).5%1
In Trach. 1058-1063, Heracles says that it was a woman (Deianeira) who proved to be the agent of
his destruction after all.

Foley notes that Heracles” maddened slaughter of his children functions as a final disastrous
labour as well as a perversion of both traditional sacrifice and song: ‘The language of the play

represents Heracles’ crime not only as a perverted sacrifice but also as a monstrous agon and as a

terrifying unmusical song or Dionysiac ritual.”®>? The tragic Heracles therefore serves to exemplify

%50 Foley (1985) 150.

%51 On the agonistic ironies in the play, see ibid., 154-155. Barlow (1996) ad 922-1015 writes that the madness is
particularly convincing because, in it, Heracles performs a level of violence at which he is adept from his previous
labours. See also Provenza (2013) 70-71.

552 Foley (1985) 147.
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precisely the ‘monstrous trajectory’ of tragedy | have worked to illustrate in these chapters. Where
we saw the voices of literal monsters onstage in the tragedies of Aeschylus, and we will see the
monstrous voices emerging out of the mouths of mortal heroes in Sophocles, we find in Euripides
something actually quite different. In the Hippolytus and the Heracles, monstrous sound works as a
complex, hybrid, ‘overdetermined’,>® and nonhuman force that behaves as an agent, both on the
level of plot and of emotion.

This monstrous soundscape, which is imaginary rather than auditory, occurs in the mental
landscape of the hero, who himself represents the transfiguration of the human.®>* In the Messenger’s
speech, which describes the maddened Heracles, he simultaneously compares the hero to a Gorgon
and a smith, thus demonstrating the melding of monstrous terror and human trade:

00’ ayprwmov dupa F'opydvoc oTpépmv,

¢ €vtog £otn ol Aypod ToEEDUATOG

HLOPOKTOTTOV piunp’ VIEP Kapo farmv

Ebhov kabfKe Todoc £ EavOov kdapa,

gppnée o dotd. (HF 990-994)

Heracles does not so much reside between states of monster and human, but rather occupies too
many, becoming in some ways like a monster himself.>*® This description functions as the
‘culmination of the Gorgon references in the play’, according to Bond.>*® Indeed, comparisons to
the Gorgon have punctuated the play: Heracles (HF 868 and 990), his children (HF 130), and

Lyssa (HF 883) have all been likened to this figure. The Gorgon’s frequency and range of

attributions emphasises the monstrosity that courses through Heracles’ return to the oikos. Where

%53 Holmes (2008) 233.

%54 On the contradictions embodied by the tragic Heracles, see Papadimitropoulos (2008) 131.

%% The specialness of Heracles is strengthened by the fact that the gods Iris and Lyssa directly interact with Heracles,
making an otherwise unprecedented ‘joint entrance’ of divine characters, and breaking the custom whereby gods in
Euripides appear only in prologues and at the ends of the plays. See Halleran (1985) 88, who describes the difference
between Iris and Lyssa and the ‘mortal’ Dionysus of Bacchae as well as the Dioskouroi of Electra. See also Chapter
4, 203-213 on the monstrosity of Heracles.

556 Bond (1981) ad 990; Provenza (2013) 81-82.
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Heracles’ children showed promise through their own Gorgon-like gaze when practicing archery
(HF 130-133), this comparison becomes a source of pathetic irony when Heracles’ own Gorgonic
archery skills preclude the possibility of their maturation.>’

Heracles therefore embodies the trajectory that functions as the main presence of the
monster in Greek tragedy — moving from faraway places into the oikos, from the strange to the
domestic.%®® Just as the Erinyes become integrated into the polis in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, Euripides’
Heracles manifests his maddened monstrosity in the domestic realm, and is ultimately
accommodated by Athens, where he receives both land (HF 1329) and cult (HF 1331-1333).%%°
Heracles slays numerous monsters in faraway lands, but the obstacle by which he is ultimately
tainted, is the one that imbues him with his own monstrosity in the domestic sphere.®® In an indirect
and belated sense, Heracles is also slain by a monster (Nessus) in the Trachiniae, albeit after a
considerable lapse of time. The involvement of the domestic space within the play’s violence marks
tragedy’s unique take on the monstrous. The monster no longer emerges straightforwardly as an
opponent to the human. Instead, tragedy presents plots wherein the human is made to internalise the
monster, in different ways according to different circumstances.

Euripides’ Heracles unknowingly becomes the ultimate threat to his own family when he
transforms, through madness, into the monstrous fighter whose violent powers are unleashed in the

wrong setting.®®* When Heracles puts himself inside the skin of the slain Nemean lion (HF 359-

557 padilla (1992). On the play’s depiction of the children, see Griffiths (2002).

558 On the theme of domesticity in the Heracles myth, see Michelini (1987) 250-254.

559 Foley (1985) 165; Tarkow (1977). On the connection between the Erinyes and Lyssa, see Provenza (2013) 82-83.
%60 On Heracles’ divine aspect, and his consequent ‘unintentional threat to divine power’, see Foley (1985) 157-58;
see also Michelini (1987) 254-58.

%61 On the belief that the madness was latent in Heracles all along, see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1895), Kamerbeek
(1966), Verrall (1895), and Murray (1913). Papadimitropoulos (2008) 135 suggests that Heracles’ bullish
vocalisations indicate that bestiality was present in the hero before the onset of his madness. On the role of the gods,
see Michelini (1987) 267-76. On the disparity between the characters’ speculations about the gods and the “actual’
nature of the gods in Heracles, see Conacher (1955). On the significance of Cerberus in Heracles’ fate, see Griffiths
(2002).
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363), he immerses himself in a monstrous body from which he cannot fully escape. His defeat of the
monster, as well as its power, becomes a part of his physical self. As we will see, there are numerous
parallels with Sophocles’ Heracles, who internalises his own violence against monsters: this violence
rebounds, through a series of mediations and agents, onto himself. Like the lion skin in Euripides’
Heracles, the poisoned cloak of the Trachiniae appears to infuse the hero with an irreversible dose
of monstrosity that exercises itself in the domestic realm.%%2

The soundscape of Heracles” madness in Euripides’ tragedy takes on agential force within
the process of Heracles’ maddening and monsterization. The aulos is repeatedly implicated in
Lyssa’s attack upon Heracles, in a way that emphasises the instrument’s maddening force and also
invokes the presence of Dionysus. Although the madness is imposed by Lyssa herself, Dionysus’
presence in the unfolding of mania is profound. Lyssa makes Heracles dance in a maddened state
with the aulos, which implies Dionysian ritual and the power of the aulos to transform and muddle
the mind: téya 6™ £yd pdAlov yopedom kai kataviicm eofwt (HF 871).563

The figures of Dionysus, the aulos, Lyssa, and Gorgons all coalesce in the chorus’
expressions of woe. The Chorus speaks within the same discourse as Lyssa in order to describe
the aulos’ role in maddening Heracles.

0TOTOTOl, OTEVOEOV" AMOKEIPETOL

ooV dvboc moreog, 6 Alog Ekyovoc

uédeog ‘EALGC, o TOV edepyETay

amoPaleig OAETG pavidoly Avooaig

YOPEVBEVT” EVaLoLg.

BéPakev v dippototv & TOAVGTOVOG,

Gpuact & €vdidwat

KEVTPOV OC £l AdPou
Noktog ['opydv Ekatoyke@AAOIC

%62 See Halleran (1985) 83 on the connection between the lion skin of Heracles and the funeral robes worn by his
family.
563 See Gurd (2016) 129-131.
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dpewv loymuoct Avcca papuapoedc.

TOYL TOV €VTLYN UETERaAEV daipnwvV,
T 8€ TPOC TaTpoOg TEKV. Ekmvevoetat. (HF 875-885)

The chorus here reiterates the centrality of the aulos’ agency, and furthermore invokes a number of
other figures that implicitly participate in Heracles’ maddened violence. The figure of Dionysus
assumes a great presence through the maddened, musically-driven dance of the hero, and Lyssa’s
attack on Heracles is later described by the chorus as a performance of Bacchic frenzy (HF 895-
898). Heracles is later referred to as a *bacchant of Hades’, and he roars like a bull — one of the
avatars of Dionysus himself.%%4

Heracles’ body therefore becomes a conduit for the power of Dionysus. Heracles also
becomes feminised through the comparison to the bacchants, and his act of killing his children
casts him in similar roles to those of Agave and Medea.>®® During the slaughter, the connection
between the aulos and the Gorgons is strengthened, as Lyssa herself is characterised as a Gorgon;
and, as we have seen earlier in this chapter, Heracles takes on a Gorgonic gaze of his own during his
maddened violence (HF 990-994). A broadened network between Lyssa, the Gorgons, Heracles, and
the Erinyes emerges as well, for the Erinyes are also known in tragedy for their auletic song that
induces madness — and they too are daughters of Night. Here the Bacchic revelry functions as a
perversion of Dionysian ritual, with a grim rather than a festive outcome:

XOPOZ

KOTAPYETOL YOPEVUAT GTEP TUTAVOV

oV Bpopiov keyapiopéva Bopomt . . .

AMOITPYQN
i® dopLoL.

564 Provenza (2013).
565 Cf. Loraux (1995) 121 on the feminisation of Sophocles’ Heracles in Trach.
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XOPOX

7POG aipot’, 0Oyl Tag AloVGLAd0g

Botpvwv Ent yedpact Aopac. (HF 889-894)
The sounds and the movements are wrong: the Dionysian symbols are absent, and one dark liquid,
blood, stands in grim replacement of the grape. Lyssa’s presence and activity in the Heracles
therefore participates within a broad network of nonhuman figures that demonstrates the monstrosity
that lies at the heart of tragic madness. This interactive cluster of Lyssa, the Gorgons, the Erinyes,
and Dionysus that emerges in Heracles’ madness reveals the fundamental connection between

Dionysus and the tragic Heracles. The Dionysian music, distorted into a different key, functions as

the soundtrack to Heracles’ unfolding mania in the Heracles.

Euripides’ Bacchae

A similar Dionysian musical force is also exemplified by the chorus of Maenads in the Bacchae,
who in many instances evoke the same power of Dionysian sound as is present in the maddening
of Euripides’ Heracles. The Bacchae explores the divinity of a new god by staging the declarative
and urgent voice of Dionysus that says, both in voice and in action, | am a god. This voice also
rouses changes in perception of self and surroundings. The play invokes the power of sound in this
religious epiphany, as Dionysian music possesses the bodies of the choruses and a range of
characters throughout the play; the Bacchae, for example, become as if Gorgons, with snakes
twined in their hair (Bacch. 102-104). In this sense, the Bacchae offers a useful counterpart to the
theory of tragic voice posed in Shane Butler’s The Ancient Phonograph, where Butler emphasises

the centrality of the Heraclean voice to the tragic genre. Butler’s Heraclean voice finds a
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complement in the Dionysian voice as manifest in the Bacchae (and even in the Cyclops).>®
Indeed, this Dionysian voice is also absolutely present in the depiction of Heracles’ madness in
Euripides’ Heracles.

Butler argues that tragedy as a genre is essentially vocal. This vocality is epitomised by the
figure of Heracles across Sophoclean, Euripidean, and even Senecan tragedy. Butler therefore
posits Heraclean vocality as a theoretical displacement of Dionysian sound at the genre’s core.>®’
Shifting away from a focus either on the professed Dionysian origins of tragedy or Nietzschean-
Dionysian musicality, Butler proffers a different sonic mode as central to the aesthetics of the
tragic genre: *“We shall wind up not so much with tragedy’s birth as with an enduring aspect of its
essence, which we shall locate not in Dionysian music but in the ‘Heraclean’ voice.”>®® This voice
is distinct for the kind of expression it enables:

[The Heraclean voice] offers instead [of meaning] a kind of deferral, exposing without

explaining the very flesh (ensouled and envoiced...) in and from which it emerges. The

Heraclean is the body under pressure, the body as resistance, the body itself as medium,

expressing as it is impressed. The Heraclean, we may even say, is the body as it becomes

audible in tragic speech and song.%%°
Butler’s reorientation of the tragic genre around the Heraclean voice is useful in its revelation of
tragedy’s use of distended voices to express that which is inexpressible in language. Yet the act of

situating the genre’s essence as vocal in contradistinction to its Dionysian aspect creates an

artificial separation.>”® Indeed, Butler’s suggestion that ‘we can plausibly contemplate a vocal

566 See Coda, pp. 239-242 for discussion of Euripides’ Cyclops.

567 In excerpted form, it may be easy to confuse Butler’s terms with claims either about tragedy’s origins or as
engaging in an uncritical Nietzschean adoption. Butler’s argument shifts away from originary questions and focuses
instead on tragic essence in terms of generic quality. He describes a distilled set of features by using the term
‘Dionysian.’ Indeed, Butler here attempts to reframe the questions asked about tragedy’s ‘essence’, so his use of the
term ‘Dionysian’ is less in dialogue with history of religion and ritual, and more in dialogue with the history of
scholarship on Greek tragedy and its accompanying lexicon.

568 Butler (2015) 122.

%69 Ibid., 156.

570 | am using the word ‘Dionysian’ in response to Butler’s use of the term, which appears to refer to abstracted
essence of the divine figure and its mythic associations, rather than to Dionysian rituals. Cf. Wilson (2005) 185.
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rather than a Dionysian origin for tragedy’>"* reveals only a partial consideration of the Dionysian
as it is manifest in tragedy. The Dionysus of Euripides’ Bacchae reveals that there is no ‘vocal
rather than... Dionysian’, since the two adjectives, though not synonymous, mutually invoke one
another.’> We need not consider tragedy as either vocal or Dionysian, but instead as
simultaneously both. In divorcing the Heraclean voice from Dionysian music, Butler overlooks
the fact that this embodied “Heraclean’ sonic revelation resides on a continuum with a *Dionysian’
model of sound.

This “Heraclean Principle’ is predicated on the non- or extra-linguistic expressivity of the
body under pressure. But it is additionally essential to consider the impact of sound itself upon the
body: the impressibility of sound in addition to its expressibility. Of course, Butler himself sets up
this mutual pairing of impression and expression, but localises these in the figure of the sound-
generating body: how the Heraclean body is impressed (by the poison of the philtre in Trachiniae
or the onset of madness in Heracles) and then becomes an expressive interface. Important and
suggestive as this reading is, it omits any discussion of how these expressed sounds then inevitably
go on to make further impressions on the hearers and receivers of those sounds — or how the
impressions of sound distended the body of Heracles in the first place. In Greek tragedy, sounds
make impressions both upon characters onstage as well as upon members of the audience, although
these sounds necessarily operate on different planes of semiotic and aesthetic receptivity.

Euripides’ Bacchae exemplifies the fact that sound is not only expressed by characters

onstage, but also takes on an active role within the unfolding of the plot. The play opens with the

571 Butler (2015) 147.

572 As Alexiou (2002) demonstrates in her examination of ritual lament, tragedy in some ways can be seen to stem
from the kommaos, which Alexiou identifies as a particularly feminine and embodied vocal expression. See Taplin
(1977b) 474 on kommos as lamenting lyric rather than non-mourning lyric dialogue. Cf. Swift (2010) 298-366.
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voice of Dionysus, who, after describing his wide travels, tells the Chorus that he has returned to
Greece in and for an act of vocal manifestation:

npwtag 6 OnpPag thoode yig EAAnvidog

avoLOALE, VERPIS™ EEQOGC XPOOC

Bvpcov te doVg £ YElpa, Kioowov Béhog (Bacch. 23-25)

The use of avororvlw aptly characterises the voice as a force and agent: the verb dvoioivlw
means ‘cry aloud, shout aloud’ but also carries a causal sense of ‘to excite by Bacchic cries’ in
Euripides.®>”® Within this soundscape, cries are not only manifestations of excitement, but also
causes of possible violence.>”* Voice both reflects and stimulates the plot, and the Dionysian
religiosity and character unfolds through vocal as well as sonic means.

Dionysus, the noisy god, reveals the phenomenological and agential force of sound in
Bacchae, particularly in the prologue, in which he declares that he has invented certain instruments
for the express purpose of making his divinity known (Bacch. 58-59). He claims to have created
an army of sound when he declares that any resistance from the city of Thebes will be met with
his band of maenads (powvdot etpatniatdv, Bacch. 52), whom he invokes so that they take up
their newly invented instruments and make a din in military gesture to Pentheus:>"®

aipecBe Tamympt’ &v DpuydV TOAEL

Tomava, Péag te untpog Eud 0° evpruara,

Bacileld T apel dopat’ EABodoon TadE

kroneite [evOéwe, mg opd Kaduov nolg. (Bacch. 58-61)

Like the verb avoloAdlw (Bacch. 24), the command kruzeite invokes a causal force attributed to

sound itself, suggesting that Dionysus envisions sound not only as an aesthetic experience but also

as a nonhuman agent.>’® The kind of sound for which Dionysus has assembled a military band is

S8, s.v. avorordlw. Dodds (1944) ad 24, takes this causal sense of the verb from the causative prefix évo-,
glossing avaldrvEa as ‘I stirred to women’s cries” and emphasising the femininity associated with the dAoivyn.
574 On the literal violence of the thyrsus suggested by Béhog, see Dodds (1944) ad 25.

575 Cf. Dodds (1944) ad 55-61.

576 | SJ s.v. ktumé.
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a sound of immense chthonic and percussive force, which causes his divinity to be heard, seen,
and known experientially.>"’

In the parodos, the Chorus refers to making noise and to singing hymns, thereby including
chaotic sound as well as formalised song in their worship. These Bacchae thereby behave as an
echo chamber for his divinity: their bodies themselves become instruments,®”® through which
Dionysus’ power can be played and expressed, as their cries work to usher in Dionysian divinity:

ite PBaucyon, ite Pducyon,

Bpopov maida 0eov Oeod

Aldvocov katdyovoor

Ddpvoyiov €€ opéwv EALGSOC €ig g0-

pPLYOPOVG Ayvtds, Tov Bpouov: (Bacch. 83-87)
With Bpdpuov as the bookends of the command (Bacch. 84, 87), the bacchants sonically summon
a world wherein the god is made present and manifest everywhere through the sounds of their
voices, amplified through sound.

The absolute centrality of sound to Dionysus’ manifestation in this play is intensified
further by the claims made by the god and by the Chorus (Bacch. 58-61, 123-129) — that the
maenads’ instruments were invented specifically for this purpose — and the sound that they create
is thus primal. Furthermore, these sounds derive from their connection to geographical place and
to a chthonic divinity (Bacch. 58-59), flowing from the earth like milk, wine, and honey. The
Chorus echoes this instrumental foundation story in lines 123-134:

&vBa, TpikOpLOES dvTpolg

Bupcdtovov KOkAmpa TOOE

ot KopvBavteg nopov-
Bokyeion & duo cuvtovot

577 See also Pind. Dith. 2.1-30 for another example of Dionysian music figured as affective. For discussion of this
poem with reference to New Music and sound effects, see D’ Angour (1997), Gurd (2016) 110-112, and Porter
(2010) 378-383. See also Csapo (2000) for discussion of the Dionysian properties of New Music.

578 Cf. Montroso (2014) 47, on the body of the Prioress’ boy in Chaucer’s Prioress’ Tale as an instrument played by
a roving, parasitic song, ‘a host from which the Alma Redemptoris continues to replicate. Song must rely on the
host/instrument to give shape to its accidental properties, because it is by these properties that the sonic substance is
able to parasite relations and continue to spread as an infection.’
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képacay NovPoo Ppuyiwv

AOA®V TVELLOTL HaTPOG T€ PEag &c

répa Ofjkav, KThmov evdopact Poydv:

TOPA O LLOVOLLEVOL ZATVPOL

potépog EEavocavto Bedg,

€ 0& yopevpaTa

oLVIYaV TPLETNPIdMYV,

aic yoipet Atdvococ. (Bacch. 123-134)

Thus the Chorus reminds the audience that the soundscape of this play carries strains of divine,
chthonic, and human instrumentation (notably including the aulos); they also indicate that this
soundscape is unique to Bacchic revelry and novel to its internal audience of bacchants and satyrs
(Bacch. 129-130). These are sounds which emerge through a range of nonhuman and human
agents,>’® for the very purpose of performing and enacting Dionysus’ religious manifestation; these
are sounds which rouse action. Indeed, Dionysian music in the Bacchae is predicated on the
manipulation of the dancing, religious body (Bacch. 129), but also on the sounds which are created
by that very percussive body. &

The essential link between the god and sonic power is regularly reinforced throughout the
Bacchae, not least in his name Bromios, used five times in the parodos alone (Bacch. 66, 84, 87,
115, 141). The name indicates that noisiness itself exists at the core of Dionysus.>®! Where tragedy
offers so much for the voice to play with in its metrical and musical wealth,®? it also offers just as

much possibility for that voice to shake and move the individual characters onstage, as well as the

audience, in this Dionysian mode made possible by the sonic agent. It is thus mistaken to consider

57° On the savagery of maenadism, see Seaford (1994) 259.

580 The question of the typicality of the Bacchae presents itself. My claim is not that this reading of Dionysian music
in the Bacchae is emblematic of all tragic music, but rather that this representation of the god of tragedy proposes a
special relationship between Dionysus and sound that demonstrates a general theory of the way sound operates when
associated with Dionysus. See Dodds (1944) xxxix-I on the archaising qualities of Bacchae and the play’s
relationship to Euripides’ corpus. See also Seaford (1994) 28 on the Bacchae as ‘in a sense the closest to the
beginnings of the genre’, Henrichs (2013) 570-577 on the multiplicity of Dionysus, Segal (1997) 159 on the
Bacchae as “a kind of quintessential tragedy.’

%61 See Gurd (2016) 135-139 on Dionysus’ ability to raise visions through sound.

562 Nooter (2012) 12.
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tragic sound only within the moment of its expression and only in terms of its production, without
attention to its impact and reception. Indeed, it is essential to think more broadly about the
phenomenological experience of sonic force as articulated in and through both the monstrous and
the normative bodies that vocalise on the tragic stage. The Bacchae demonstrates that sound itself
can intrude as an actor in the tragic plot and as a potent force through the listening body. In sum,
this mode of reified tragic sound must be acknowledged in order to hear more fully the monstrous

voices that tragedy stages.

Sophocles’ Trachiniae

Sophocles’ Trachiniae begins with Deianeira’s account of the river Achelous’ violent erotic
appetite for her, a river who takes on the shape of a bull (11), a serpent (12), and a minotaur (12-
13). Achelous is ambiguously slain in battle by Heracles, with no narrative account of how the
man defeats the river. This Achelous shapeshifts not only into the forms of animals associated with
monstrosity, the snake®8® and the bull, but also into a monstrous hybrid, év&psio kvtet | Bodmpmpoc
(Trach. 12-13). Furthermore, Achelous’ slaughter at the hands of Heracles situates him within a
cast of monstrous characters.®* Nonhuman threats from the uncivilised world threaten to encroach
upon the body of Deianeira and the domestic space she represents.

In Trach. 22-23, Deianeira says that she cannot speak to the nature of the battle between
Heracles and Achelous; she adds that if there were any person not terrified by its spectacle, that
person would be the one who could tell the story of the battle. The ambiguous unfolding of violence

that predates the plot time of the play thus foreshadows the violence which is to come: a monstrous

583 Ogden (2013).
584 See Sorum (1978) 63 and Galinsky (1972) for discussion of the likenesses between Heracles and Achelous.
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poison in disguise, transferred from the Hydra to the Centaur to the wife to a garment to a
messenger and finally, to the husband.

This is the erotic context which opens the play: one in which nonhuman, violent figures
express erotic appetites for the human figure Deianeira, and also one in which we learn that
Heracles sacks an entire city to attain possession of the maiden lole. As Segal notes, this gesture
shows Heracles’ resemblances to the beasts he has fought: ‘A “sacker of cities” (244, 364-365,
750), he becomes an opponent of civilization, like one of those threatening beasts he has
subdued.”®8 Shortly thereafter (not in the play itself, but in the chronology of the pre-story),
Deianeira is carried across a river by the centaur Nessus, who attempts to rape her midstream.
Nessus is stopped and shot by Heracles’ Hydra-poisoned arrow. The centaur tells Deianeira to take
his blood, in the area where it mingles with the Hydra’s blood, and to keep it as a philtre.

Deianeira does not realise that the blood is not actually a love potion but rather a lethal,
skin-eating poison. She dyes a cloak with the philtre in hopes of drawing her husband’s affection
back to herself when he returns from afar, enamoured with lole. Deianeira, once she realises the
unintended consequences of what she has done, commits suicide. When Heracles puts on the
garment, he is eaten alive by the poison, and his anguish is protracted and staged in exclamations
of pain. The poison of this object transforms Heracles from the hypermasculine, violent hero who
sacked a village in pursuit of eros, into a feminised, wounded, and weeping body. Heracles
unwittingly falls victim to the misguided eros of Deianeira and the malevolent eros and avenging

spirit of the Centaur, localised in the object of the poisoned cloak.®® The cloak itself becomes an

%85 Segal (1981) 63. See also Easterling (1982) 5 on the ‘beast-like strength and violence of eros at work in human
beings — in Deianeira as well as in Heracles.” On the presence of the slain monsters in unfolding of Soph. Trach., see
Sorum (1978).

586 On the feminisation of Heracles’ death, see Loraux (1995) 121. See Sorum (1978) 59-60, Segal (1977b) 114, and
Biggs (1966) 223-235 for discussion of the philtre’s beast-like aspect.
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inanimate but flesh-eating agent of the dead Centaur. As Heracles bemoans, the cloak is a woven
net of the Furies (Epwvoov | veavtov aueipinotpov, Trach. 1051-1052): its monstrosity is
therefore manifold.%®’

The Trachiniae is a play that stands apart from the other surviving Sophoclean tragedies
for its fantastical themes and for the monsters that occupy the play’s immediate background.
Indeed, as Charles Segal notes: ‘[T]he bestial figure of the Centaur Nessus, invisible but ever-
present throughout the action, conveys into the human foreground an archaic, phantasmagoric
world of monstrous shapes.”*® These ‘monstrous shapes’ are matched also by monstrous sounds
expressed by the hero Heracles. When Heracles in the Trachiniae delivers his explosive and
tortured speech at 1046-1110, this Sophoclean hero describes his vocal metamorphosis in terms
that resemble Tecmessa’s description of Ajax’s voice (Aj. 317-323).

The ‘unstable position between beast and god, order and disorder’>® that Heracles occupies
resounds in his voice. Heracles uses a form the verb Bpvydopnar®® to refer to his voice, as he roars
out in spasms of pain (Trach. 805). He thus uses the same verb that Tecmessa uses to describe
Ajax’s voice after his spell of madness. In the Nurse’s description of Deianeira’s anguish preceding
her death, she tells the Women of Trachis that Deianeira also emits a roar, Bpuydro (Trach. 904),
at the moment when her domestic possessions trigger memories of a time before her inadvertent
poisoning of Heracles.

The fact that Deianeira’s bullish outcry is triggered by her contact with inanimate objects

underlines Trachiniae’s larger engagement with objects and agency. Indeed, objects assume roles

%87 See Wender (1974) for discussion of the links between Trachiniae and Aeschylus’ Oresteia. See Winnington-
Ingram (1980) 205-216 on the presence of Furies in Sophocles.

588 Segal (1981) 60. See ibid., 62 for the ‘wild landscapes’ of Trachiniae, less typical of tragedy and more typical of
monstrous encounters in epic poetry.

%89 Foley (1985) 191. See also Papadimitropoulos (2008) 136.

590 The second messenger in Soph. OT 1265 also uses this verb to describe the sound Oedipus emits when he sees
Jocasta hanged.
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that are as deadly as the humans who wield them in this tragedy: through Heracles himself, through
his monstrous victims (the Centaur, the Hydra), and through Deianeira. This sense of violence is
transferred across bodies, and through objects, and is articulated by the soundscape across time,
too: Deianeira’s roar echoes Heracles’ own from one hundred lines previous.*®* The protracted
violence seems to distend the voices of both Deianeira and Heracles into animalistic anguish. Her
realisation that she has poisoned him makes her vocally bullish and masculine, and his pain and
death make him vocally womanish (Trach. 1075): the monster has disfigured them both. The force
of eros in the Trachiniae — whether it is the eros as experienced by Achelous, Nessus, Heracles,
or Deianeira — is dangerous, forceful, and transgressive. As the play develops, it becomes clear
that the imperatives of eros, with their boundary-crossing nature, infect both the subjects and
objects of desire.

For both Heracles and Ajax, the voice becomes the locus of heroic deflation as well as
madness. Stanford notes that sudden changes in vocal quality were ‘a recognized symptom of
mental derangement.’®%? Ajax vocalises like a woman and physically associates himself with
animals — murdered, violated beasts, no less — in order to reflect his downfall from his masculine
and human greatness. Heracles, meanwhile, roars and weeps simultaneously, 6otic dhote mapBévog

| BéBpuya khaiov (Trach. 1071-1072),°% demonstrating that his voice too crosses gender

591 Easterling (1982) ad 904 comments on the kinetic transference and sonority of the scene, in a way that
demonstrates how Trachiniae translates the central questions of agency and violence into the soundscape: ‘The
scene is full of sound and movement: Bpvydto (what Heracles did in his agony, cf. 805n.), npoonintovog’ khaie,
GAAL KEAAL oTpO@OpEVT, EKAouey, avaxaiovuévn. The sound-echoes at the ends of 907, 909, 910, 913 reinforce
this effect.” Cf. Rood (2010) for the silence of Aphrodite in Trach.

%92 Stanford (1963) ad 321-322.

59 Swift (2010) 325 argues that these passages from the Ajax and Trachiniae should not be considered ‘simply an
issue of gender, for tragic females too are frequently advised to control their grief.” But while excess grief can be
dangerous coming from women, it does not alter or problematise their gender identities, and for the sake of
demonstrating vocal metamorphosis, the role that gender plays here is essential.
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categories. It is from Heracles’ vocalisations that he emerges as suffering and feminine: viv 6 €k
TolovToL OfAve NBpnpot Téhag (Trach. 1075).%%

Heracles is a hero who resides in a liminal, interstitial zone between living and dead,>®
and between man and god;>% and he simultaneously maintains the vocal quality of a bull, BéBpuya
— the favourite Greek word for ‘the death cry of wounded men’>®" — whilst also sounding like a
girl (Trach. 1075). The Sophoclean Heracles therefore remains vocally hyper-masculine as he
roars, while also issuing feminine weeping and cries. His hybrid and suffering voice thus troubles
social organisation of gender and sound within the ancient Greek imagination. Just as the original
erotic aggressor, Achelous, shapeshifts into the forms of a bull, a serpent, and a minotaur, Heracles’
suffering refracts him into forms human, bestial, masculine, and feminine. The monsters slain by
Heracles manage to intrude upon the human realm through the power and violence encapsulated
in the philtre, moving from the remotest geographies into the interior space of the home and the
Heraclean body. Heracles’ vanquished monsters therefore enact the category-destabilising effect
typical of Greek mythological monsters,>® as they transfigure the hero’s identity and his voice.>%
Communication itself is destabilised: as Segal argues, the various objects that attempt to act as
communication between Heracles and Deinaeira (the robe, its seal, and the tablet) all result in a
disastrous failure of speech.

The creatures that Heracles slew in order to civilise the world in turn find a means to enter

the depths of the monster-slayer’s home. Heracles’ own violence against the centaur Nessus,

committed with arrows dipped in the poison of the Hydra, another of Heracles’ victims, is

%% Trach. 1075. Easterling (1982) ad 1070-1072 notes that Heracles’ weeping is in the manner of an adult female.
5% Macintosh (1994) 68-69.

5% Silk (1985).

971 SJ s.v. Bpuydopar.

5% See Introduction, 9-11.

59 See Segal (1981) 93 on the ways in which other characters’ voices are ‘reduced to inarticulate cries of pain or
lamentation’ at various points in the play.
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translated and redirected onto himself. This chain of violent acts begins with the hero and rebounds
against him later on, in a way that resembles the ruin of Ajax. By reading the plot through the lens
of voice, both Heracles and Ajax can be seen to exist in what we might imagine as a Mobius strip
of maddened violence and suffering that fragments the heroes into a monstrous simultaneity of
agent and patient. They both become doubled, as agent and patient of pain; they become hybrid,

as both roles are accommodated by one body.

Sophocles’ Ajax

In Sophocles’ Ajax, the hero’s monstrosity surfaces during a bout of divinely induced madness.
This madness causes Ajax to mistake a flock of animals for the Argives, and instigates Ajax’s
misdirected slaughter of animals rather than his former comrades who have wronged and
dishonoured him. Throughout the play’s portrayal of Ajax’s ruin, the downfall of the hero is
emphasised and mapped through the transformations in his vocal expressions.®® Ajax emerges
from his maddened state, disorientated. Tecmessa gives Ajax an account of his madness, wherein
she describes the strange and monstrous novelty of Ajax’s voice: 0 & €00vg EEdpméev oipmyag
Aoypds, | GG obmot” awtod mpdcbev giorikovs” €y (Aj. 317-318). In addition to the jarring newness
of this mode of expression, Tecmessa reflects upon the former sounds of Ajax’s voice before the
onset of his madness — a voice that the audience of the play never actually hears.

The Ajax who speaks on the Sophoclean stage is already fallen: he is fundamentally

transformed from the hypermasculine figure of myth.6®? Tecmessa also recalls Ajax’s former

600 See Nooter (2012) 31-55.

801 Cf. Ajax’s speech in lliad 9.624-642, where Ajax critiques Achilles for having a savage or wild (&ypioc) heart
instead of a gracious (iAaoc) one. See Zanker (1992) on the Ajax and its heroes as a reception of various heroes in
Homer’s Iliad.
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opinions regarding suitable modes of expression for masculine heroes, as é&nyeit’ reveals his prior
didactic moralisation of vocal sound and performance: %%

TPOG YOp KokoD T Koi Bapuyvyov yooug

TO0V0d™ del ToT  AvOpoOg EEnyeit’ Exev:

OAL" Ay oeNTOG OEEDMV KOKVUAT®V

vmeotévale Todpog d¢ Ppuyduevoc. (Aj. 319-322)

Ajax’s voice used to rage and bellow in the manner of a bull, and now, in stark irony, he has
destroyed a flock of animals, and with them, his own identity as a noble warrior (Aj. 323-328).

Indeed, the metaphorical bestiality in his voice was formerly a source of masculine
empowerment, but now serves as stark reminder of Ajax’s mistake. This scene emphasises the
duality of the hero’s bullishness, which makes Ajax more than human in his violent physical
prowess, but also less than human in his madness and his rage. His voice has taken to tones of
harsh shrieking (6&émv koxvpdatmv, Aj. 321) and lament (kadvpetar, Aj. 327), no longer the bovine
cry that used to sound his hyper-masculine identity. Faced with the unbearable pressure placed
upon him through the cognisance of his madness, likeness to bulls is no longer a masculinising
force but rather a dehumanising one, which shifts out of vocal metaphor and into embodied
literalisation.

Ajax, an example of superlative martial prowess,®®® here reveals that the bestiality that
furnishes the hero with martial greatness is double-edged. This bestiality, when stretched to its
limits, can transform the agent of socially-sanctioned violence into the patient of socially absurd
violence — and can furthermore transform the masculine into the emasculated feminine. The

‘monstrosity’ here can be located in the performance of gender as well as the other ways in which

the bullishness of Ajax surges out — improperly directed and inadequately contained under the

802 Jebb (1896) ad 320 notes that 8&nyeit” ‘implies authoritative exposition... and suggests the submissive reverence
with which Tecmessa listened to her lord.’
603 See Winnington-Ingram (1980) 22 n. 35.
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influence of madness. And just as the masculinity in Ajax’s voice moves into femininity through
the process of madness, the bestiality therein seems influenced by a nefarious divinity, as
Tecmessa describes his lashing of the animals and the strange sounds of his voice under the
influence of mania:

péyov immodétny putipa Aofav

moiiel Ayvpdl LAGTLYL OUTAT,

Kok 0evvalwv pnad’, a doipmv

KOVOEIC avopdV £didatev. (A]. 241-244)
The soundscape of this tragedy thus simultaneously enacts and reflects Ajax’s degradation. This
is intensified by the fact that his vocalisations are narrated and mediated through the voice of a
woman,®®* while the masculine hero lies in lament with the beasts. This demasculination and
dehumanisation of the hero is further activated through Ajax’s extra-metrical cries at Aj. 333, 336,
339. These cries have the startling effect of disrupting the verbal continuity of the drama but also
demonstrate that Ajax cannot fit into the social, verbal scheme in which the rest of the characters
participate.®% Loraux describes Ajax’s lamenting voice as producing an uncanny effect within the
tragedy: “When he recognizes the shame into which he has fallen, though still reluctant to moan
like a women, the virile hero simultaneously discovers the sob aiai and his own despair; but it is
aiai (alas!) that he now hears, over and over again, in the sound of his own name Aias (Ajax).”®%

Sounds depart from and then boomerang back to the hero, in a gesture of tragic irony that

occurs on the level of Ajax’s own persona. The same signifiers take on wildly different

significance: we have seen how Ajax’s own bullishness takes on a grimly different aspect before

8% This is particularly charged by the hero’s remark to Tecmessa that silence brings adornment to women, yovon&i
Koopov N oryn eépet (Aj. 293).

805 Changes in metre and extrametrical utterances are common in Sophoclean heroes. Cf. Nooter (2012) 11 and Hall
(2002). For the gendering of voice, see Swift (2010) 305. Garvie (1998) ad 319-320 notes that the hero’s
femininised expressions complicate his heroic status.

606 |_oraux (2002) 37. The cry aiai occurs at line 370; Ajax’s realisation of the irony occurs at 430-433. See also
Stanford (1963) ad 430-433 and Garvie (1998) ad 430-433.
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and after his mania. In a similar vein, Ajax’s own premature laughter (303) returns to haunt him
when transferred to the mouths of others (376).%°” The Chorus proposes that Ajax suffers from the
blow of some god ({vpenuut 61 oot ki d€douka un "k Beod | TAnyn Tig fikel, Aj. 278-279), but Ajax
himself points out that his ruin is both external — ék 6eod — and internal, as the sound of his own
name takes on a strange, sorrowful quality.®®® Ajax experiences an uncanny hyperconsciousness
of self, when he sees that the mourning cry ai ai — which he deems so antithetical to his own vocal
identity — echoes, latent within his own name, when he cries,

aiod” Tic &v mot e’ M’ émdvoupov
TovuOVv Euvoicey dvoua Toig £uoig kakoic; (Aj. 430-431)

Thus in Sophocles’ Ajax, sound — and in particular, the gendered and categorical inflections of the
voice — functions as a medium through which the fall of the hero, and the hero’s complicity in that
fall, is negotiated and explored. The destruction of Ajax, the voice tells us, was present in Ajax all

along.%%

Sophocles’ Philoctetes
Sophocles’ Philoctetes offers a particularly rich example of metaphorically monstrous sound in its
inarticulate and overwhelming cries of pain. Philoctetes includes textual inscription both of
Philoctetes’ voice and of the other characters’ response to hearing this voice.®® The wound that

611

provokes Philoctetes’ cries itself takes on monstrous and violent properties,®* and Philoctetes is

treated as a social monster because of the discomfort his wound and his voice arouses in his fellow

807 Michelini (1987) 235 and Maddalena (1963) 138.

608 See Winnington-Ingram (1980) 11-56.

809 On this vocal irony, see also Nooter (2012) 40, who writes: ‘He expresses the poetic irony lodged in his identity,
defining his own place in language.’

610 See Budelmann (2007) on the representation and reception of Philoctetes’ pain. See also Scarry (1985) 5-11.

611 Pycci (2003) ad 7.
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soldiers. Bernard Knox writes, ‘[Philoctetes’] comrades in arms who abandoned him had no excuse
but the repugnance they felt for his sickness and their inability to stand his cries of agony.’%!2 In
addition to the social ‘repugnance’ that Philoctetes’ comrades experience toward him, Odysseus
characterises him as not ‘truly human’ when he tells Neoptolemus that Lemnos is Bpotoic dotintog
ovd” oikovpévn (Phil. 2) — implying that Philoctetes’ presence there is insubstantial in the context of
human habitation.®!® The voice of Philoctetes reveals what happens to the human body when it
becomes wounded by this particular serpentine monster: it is unable to heal, it becomes socially
disruptive, and it makes the human being a monstrous presence.®4

In combination with the comrades’ repugnance at this voice, the Chorus describes
Philoctetes' voice as violent and overwhelming: in their description, the voice itself, the étopa
¢0oyyd, becomes an agent of violence.®?® Philoctetes’ voice, therefore, takes on the violent and
agential power characteristic of Greek monsters generally. The voice, which acts as an expression
of an unendurable pain, in turn inflicts pain upon those who hear it:

TPOLPAVT KTOTTOC,

PMTOG GVVTPOPOG MG TELPOUEVOD <TOV>,

1 oV 130" 1} TAOE TOT®V.

BarAer BaAder u” ETopa

@Boyyd Tov otifov kat Avdy-

Ko £pIOVTOG, 0VOE e -

Be1 Bapeio TMAOOEY ad-
da tpuoavop: daonua Opnvel. (Phil. 202-209).

612 Knox (1964) 42. On the wound’s metaphorical implications for Philoctetes’ piety, see Segal (1977a); on
Philoctetes and the gods, see Schein (2005) 39-43.

613 Schein (2003) 110. See also ibid., 93-94 on Lemnos, which audiences would have known was an Athenian ally
and a populated place. Schein argues that the description of Lemnos as unpopulated would have therefore amplified
Philoctetes’ isolation and abandonment. Cf. Pucci (2003) ad 2, who argues that Odysseus’ statement implies that the
place is frequented by immortals. See also Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1990) 165-66 on Philoctetes’ (and Oedipus’
in Soph. OC) localised isolation in Lemnos. Cf. Inoue (1979) 219-220 on Sophocles’ emphasis on environment and
objects rather than on Philoctetes himself.

614 On the threats represented by snakes in Greek tragedy, see Padel (1992) 123-124.

615 Other examples of violent sounds include Aesch. Cho. 380-381 and 451-452.
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Here the Chorus describes the aggressive, pain-inducing voice of Philoctetes in a manner that
heightens its violent impact.5® The sound of Philoctetes becomes the subject, and its act of
resonance becomes the verb; Philoctetes himself becomes an unnamed afterthought to his sonic
impact upon the Chorus. The agency here belongs to, in the first instance, the noise (with ktomog
expressing the notion of noise, crash, or sound rather than voice), his ‘true voice’, the étopa
@BoyYd.

The monstrosity of Philoctetes’ voice is felt through its violence, its anti-sociality, and its
sublimation of the human personality.®!” Philoctetes’ disease, inflicted by a monstrous serpent,
supersedes his identity and asserts the power of the monstrous onto the body of the mortal. Its
painful presence, characterised as wild (éyptoc), forces him to vocalise in a completely nonhuman
manner, and it takes control of his speech.%!8 Philoctetes’ voice furthermore articulates the horror
of his fall from Achaean warrior to social monster, from individual subject-position to the epitome
of pain itself. His screams demonstrate the fragility of the boundaries between the human and the
animal, since an accidental snakebite has cut down Philoctetes from Greek warrior to societal
outcast. Bernard Knox calls it an “animal scream of pain’, where the “traces of humanity’ dissolve
under ‘the pressure of intolerable pain.”®® Mark Payne describes the anti-sociality of this moment
of Philoctetean expression:

[T]hese non-verbal utterances drive other human beings away, cutting Philoctetes off

from human society. As H. P. Lovecraft observes in “The Call of Cthulhu’, “there are

vocal qualities peculiar to men, and vocal qualities peculiar to beasts; and it is terrible to
hear the one when the source should yield the other.”62°

616 See Pucci (2003) ad 205-209.

617 Cf. Butler (2015) 145-160 on Heracles; Knox (1964) 52. See Harsh (1960) 410 on the antisociality of Philoctetes
and his resulting resemblance to Achilles.

618 See Segal (1977a) 136 on the similarity in the depiction of Philoctetes’ disease and that of Heracles’ wounding
by the philtre in Trachiniae. See also Budelmann (2007) 444 for a discussion of how the attribution of &ypiog to
Philoctetes’ and Heracles’ pain raises questions about the heroes’” wildness and loneliness.

61% Knox (1964) 52.

620 payne (2013) 48.
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Philoctetes’ voice thus enacts what Shane Butler describes as the ‘Heraclean principle’, the
nonsensical, nonverbal, and purely sonic voice that emerges from the ‘body under pressure.’%

Part of the crisis emerges from the fact that the Philoctetean groan denies the possibility of
reply. His vocalisations lack content and prevent engagement. The witness of Philoctetes’ forceful
pain reduces even Neoptolemus to cries rather than speech (im, Phil. 759); the sound of Philoctetes’
voice brings out more inarticulate distress in Neoptolemus (amod, Phil. 895).%%2 In this sense, the
voice of Philoctetes calls to mind that of Sophocles' Ajax. The Chorus finds Ajax's words
unbearable, because they know neither how to reply nor how to silence him:

oUTol 6~ dmeipyey 00O OTmG &M ALyetv
&y, KoKOIG 1010160 ovumentwkoto. (Aj. 428-429)

There is no possible engagement with these cries, nor with the voice of Philoctetes. These cries
take on the aunyavog, non-discursive quality that we find in intractable, powerful monsters like
Scylla and Typhon. This sense in which Philoctetes” urgent expression of his pain both resists and
destroys language contributes to the terror that it manifests for its internal audience. In its
sublimation of the human personality, and in its interference with the Argives’ pouring of libations

(Phil. 4-11), Philoctetes’ unbearable voice takes on a problematic agential force.?3

Conclusion
As we have seen, Aeschylus gives us feminine monsters onstage, and shows the ways in which
their voices need to be heard and integrated into the soundscape. Both Prometheus Bound and the
Oresteia furthermore demonstrate the existential proximity between divinity and monstrosity. |

classify the monsters in Aeschylus’ extant tragedies as “‘centripetal’ because they begin in a realm

621 Butler (2015) 156. For further discussion of Butler’s ‘Heraclean principle’, see Chapter 5, 210-212.
622 Inoue (1979) 225.
523 On pain’s ability to disrupt action, see Budelmann (2007) 446 and Scarry (1985) 10.
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that is ‘outer’ and gradually situate themselves in the centre. 10’s body becomes a human host to a
monstrosity, as the god Zeus inflicts a nonhuman transformation upon her. The monster here
locates itself within the human body. The Aeschylean Erinyes begin off-stage in the Oresteia but
gradually creep into the imaginations and soundscape of the play. These monsters take centre stage
in the Eumenides and hunt the human Orestes until they are recognised by Athena. Their system
of justice is modified, and they are given a new home in the Athenian system of justice. In
Prometheus Bound, the monster moves into the human body. In Eumenides, the monsters move
into the polis.

Both Hippolytus and Heracles include nonhuman soundscapes that take on agential force
and induce terror. The soundscape of the Hippolytus demonstrates the ways in which sound can
vividly manifest the monster’s threat and generate category crisis. The imagined soundscape of
Heracles equally belongs to no single or coherent source, but still disorientates the hero and reflects
his own existential ambiguity. Monstrosity takes on a ‘centrifugal’ aspect in Hippolytus and
Heracles, as it does in the Sophoclean plays examined in this chapter. In Hippolytus, the bull surges
out of its monstrous geography and becomes a menace in the human world: its physical movement
in this sense is centrifugal. But it also enacts a kind of deferred monstrosity on the body of
Hippolytus: although the bull does not directly harm Hippolytus, its insurgence causes the body of
Hippolytus to become mangled amidst horses and carriage. %%

The monster’s emergence into the human realm here instigates an indirect form of violence
— enacted through the sheer terror of its appearance — that fuses the human body with nonhuman
elements. The monster soars out of the sea, and nonhuman forces soar into Hippolytus’ body,

effectively transferring the monstrosity from without to within. The monster is ‘centrifugal’ in the

624 Segal (1993) 122 characterises the mangling of Hippolytus’ body as feminising.
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ways in which it courses out of the sea, and “centripetal’ in the ways in which its impact makes the
human body monstrous. We also see ‘centripetal’ monstrosity in the figure of Heracles, because
Lyssa’s influence unleashes the monstrous potential of Heracles in the domestic sphere: the bull
soars out of the hero, as represented in his violence and his voice (HF 869-870). Not only a bull,
but a Gorgonic monster locates itself within the hero Heracles, and enacts violence against his
family.%2° Later, the hero fears that the earth will crack open and a voice will surge out, declaring
the message that he belongs nowhere on the earth.%?® The power of voice to incite action and to
take power over the mind is exemplified both in Euripides’ Heracles and in his Bacchae. The
Bacchae stages the power of sound as generated by human bodies as well as its power upon human
bodies: Dionysian music, which is of course central to tragedy’s generic identity, is a driving force
within the plots of Euripides’ Heracles and Bacchae.

Euripides gives an inverse of the Sophoclean pattern, in which the voice of one heroic
subject shifts into sounds feminine or animal. Sophocles depicts monstrous sound as bursting out
of the human figure. These sounds both reflect and amplify the crises and falls of male heroes. In
Sophocles’ Trachiniae, Ajax, and Philoctetes, the heroic voice and its transformations reveal the
ways in which the identities of hypermasculine heroes can be distorted into femininity and
animality. These transformations furthermore demonstrate the permeability of these identities. It
is through the voice that these heroes manifest their otherness, but it is also through the voice that
they express their agony at becoming other. Elements of monstrosity can be found in these three
Sophoclean tragedies, in the distension of the hero’s identity across categories, and in the voice
that sounds that distension, causing distress to the characters who are subject to hearing that voice.

Whilst Aeschylus’ tragedies that contain monsters reveal a pattern of monsters moving inward,

625 Provenza (2013) 84-87.
626 See Foley (1985) 158 for Heracles’ as ‘trapped’ between the human and the divine forms of unjust revenge.
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these examples from Sophocles’ corpus reveal a different pattern, wherein metaphorical
monstrosity becomes audible in the human hero and his expressive voice. Instead of moving
inward from the outside, monstrosity here is ‘centrifugal’, insofar as it careens out of the hero’s
own identity, coming out from within in dangerous and misdirected ways.

The internal bestiality of the hero surfaces as a destructive force whose violence becomes
self-directed. As both Knox and Segal have noted in connection with a range of Sophoclean
heroes,®?” Aristotle’s notion of the apolis refers to a man who resides outside of normative
humanity.%?® Sophocles’ Ajax, Heracles, and Philoctetes exude simultaneous bestiality and
superhumanity in ways that situate them outside of political life. This causes crises within their
respective tragedies, and also causes their voices to ring out in distended strains that reflect and
enact their processes of dehumanisation.

Throughout the Greek tragedies that contain onstage and offstage monsters, there emerges
a consistent thematic interest in the monster’s relationship with the human: moving toward the
city, moving into the human body, surging out from within the human hero. Whether we identify
the monster’s movement as centrifugal or centripetal, the plays examined in these two chapters on
tragedy all include examples of monstrosity that circulate around and course through the human
realm in multi-directional ways. As Ruth Padel indicates:

As far as tragedy is concerned, humanity’s vision of itself is of something invaded at all

points — above, below, outside, inside, by beasts acting for daemons, daemons acting

through beasts, beasts that may be daimon, daemons that have beastly attributes, and
emotions that may be all at once. Nonhumanity, the surreal or super-real anarchic
inseparability of animal and daemonic, besieges the definition of humanity on every side.

Animal life, daemonic life, is threatening, negative, upsetting, uncontrollable. Human is
its opposite.52°

627 Knox (1964) 42-44; Segal (1981) 60-61.
628 Arist. Pol. 1.1253a3ff.
629 padel (1992) 150.
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We have seen a wide range of processes whereby the monster moves inward and also where
monstrous forces disfigure the human personality until it becomes fragmented and monstrous in
itself. As we have seen, onstage monsters in Greek tragedy are few; yet monstrosity itself functions

as a messy process of human distortion that runs rampant through the heart of Greek tragic drama.
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CobDA: MONSTROUS MIMESIS AND THE POWER OF SOUND

The previous chapters have listened to the sounds which monsters make with their mouths and
bodies. We have not considered, however, the ways in which instruments participate in monstrous
soundscapes. In Chapter 3 of this thesis, I discussed Pindar Pyth. 12, where the aulos is invented
by Athena in imitation of the Gorgons’ lament for the slain Medusa.®*® The Gorgons, however, are
not the only monsters whose voices are associated with the sounds of the aulos. Aeschylus’ Erinyes
use the aulos to accompany their choral binding songs in the Eumenides.®3! When the choruses in
the Oresteia anticipate the arrival of the Furies, they reference the sound of the aulos creeping into
the soundscape.®®? And when the Messenger describes the violence of the mad Heracles, he
invokes the aulos as an accompaniment to Heracles” monstrous madness. %33

In later literary traditions, the Pythian nomos is associated with a monstrous myth similar
to that of Athena’s invention of the aulos (Pollux’ Onomastikon 1V.84 and Strabo’s Geography
1X.3.10). Although not contemporary with the poetry considered in the previous chapters, Pollux’s
and Strabo’s accounts of the Pythian nomos suggest that monstrous sound sat at the very centre of
the performances in auletic and kitharoidic contests.®3* The Pythian nomos was played by the
musician Sacadas in the late 580s, when he won a musical contest on the aulos, and seems to
include a similar plot to that of Hom. Hymn Ap. 357-361.5% According to Strabo and Pollux, the

Pythian nomos (which included the aulos as well as other instruments) sonically represents

630 Chapter 3, 155-160. See also Pind. Ol. 3.3-9 on the sounds of the aulos in conjunction with the sounds of the
lyre.

831 Chapter 4, 186. Wilson and Taplin (1994) 174.

832 For the connection between the Eryines and the aulos, see discussions on p. 179 and 187 of this thesis.

833 See Gurd (2016) 128 on the Chorus’ relationship with music and its meanings in HF.

834 Cf. Pindar’s suggestion in Pyth. 12.24 that the aulos serves a social function as a reminder of contests. See also
Power (2010) 134 and 312, and Gostoli (1990) XXIII. On the connection between the Pythian nomos and Pindar’s
Pythian 12, see Steiner (2013) and Gurd (2016) 97-131.

835 See Porter (2010) 383-387. Cf. Gurd (2016) 106.
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Apollo’s battle against the serpent.®3® The sound of the nomos translates this encounter into sound
with great imitative detail. In Pollux’s account, the nomos contains sounds that represent Apollo’s
‘challenge’ to the serpent, the fight between the god and the monster, the gnashing of the serpent’s
teeth after being struck by arrows, and the victory of the god. Strabo gives a similar account of the
aulos’ mimesis of the fight, and also adds that the final “whistlings’ of the serpent are conjured by
the hissing sounds of the syrinx.5¥’

Why do we find, in such wide-ranging literary traditions, a recurring image of the aulos
conveying the sounds of monsters’ defeats? What does a consideration of the aulos tell us about
monstrous sound and its conceptualisation in Greek musical history? From Pindar to Pollux, we
find that powerful and strange mimesis lies at the centre of thought regarding the aulos. In Pindar,
the aulos is invented in an act of divine mimesis of monsters’ sounds. Pindar’s Athena thus
resembles an ‘epinician composer’: she imitates the encounter between a hero and a monster
through instrumental sound, and auletic performance is predicated on this very notion of using the
mimetic capacity of the aulos to translate contests into sound.5%

Indeed, in addition to the aulos’ origin in a particular act of mythical mimesis, the
instrument is regarded for its wide-ranging mimetic capabilities. Its profound power to conjure
without words the incredible range of events in Apollo’s slaying of the dragon demonstrates not
only the instrument’s own mimetic qualities, but also that the style of playing was enormously

expressive and capacious.®*® This style itself was not limited to auletes alone, but shared by a range

836 See also Sch. Pind. Nem. 2.1. See D’ Angour (1997) 338 and West (1992) 212-214. On Apollo and serpents, see
Graf (2009) 30-32.

837 See Gurd (2016) 99.

638 Martin (2003) 163. On the conceptual oppositions between Pindar and Timotheus, see Csapo and Wilson (2009)
281-282.

639 Martin (2003); Power (2010) 312.

233



of musicians (including kitharodes) who composed what is referred to today as ‘New Music.’%4°
We will remain with auletes for now, and turn to other New Musicians shortly.

According to many critics of the aulos, the mimetic power of the reed instrument had a
forceful impact, both on the person playing the aulos and on its audience.®*! Aristotle (Pol.
1341a18-28) writes that the playing of the aulos impedes the logos of the player, because its
placement in the mouth blocks the flow of language.®4? Just as the aulos replaces the possibility
for verbal melody with expressive sound, we may consider also how the monstrosity associated
with the pipes replaces the human breath with a monstrous surrogate. It seems that the ‘voice’ is
not the only aspect of the aulos player that becomes monstrous: according to Plutarch, Alcibiades
consequently expressed disdain for the instrument, and also objected to its ugly distortion of the
player’s face.®*® Alcibiades’ complaint engages with the myth wherein Athena, after inventing the
aulos, discarded it when she saw how playing the instrument distorted her features. The aulos,
therefore, can change the beautiful, logocentric singing voice into a strange and sensational sound;
and it can also change the beauty of the face into something uglier and more grotesque.

The aulos has the power to affect not only the player, but also its audience. For Plato and
Aristotle, auletic performance was potentially disruptive to democratic norms. The Greeks were
widely familiar with the idea that music in general can assume power over its listeners, and the
aulos tapped into a socially transgressive power. As Martin West writes,

[The Greeks] had definite theories... about the various moral and emotional effects of
different musical modes and rhythms. There are stories of music being employed

840 On the connection between the lyre’s developments and the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, see Gurd (2016) 99-102.
On New Music and mimesis, see LeVen (2014) 189-243. On the term ‘New Music’, see Csapo (2000) 401 and
(2004) 208, D’Angour (2011), and Csapo and Wilson (2009) 278.

841 Martin (2003) 156.

642 See also Plat. Rep. 399d. See Csapo (2004) 217-218 on the implications of this disfigurement of the aulete’s
body. See also D’ Angour (2006) 282 and Wilson (1999) 58.

843 Plut. Alc. 2.5-6.
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deliberately to manipulate people’s moods. %4
The disdain that Plato and Aristotle exhibit towards the social implications of the aulos, and also
towards the stylistic developments of New Music generally, has been thoroughly discussed by a
number of scholars.®* In modern scholarship, partly due to the influence of Nietzsche’s The Birth
of Tragedy: Out of the Spirit of Music, the aulos is regularly situated on a binary with the lyre, and
so the negative criticism of the instrument is understood through that particular lens.®*® A second
meaningful binary to consider alongside the aulos-lyre grouping is that of traditional musical style
as opposed to the New Musical style.%4
This new style included a number of developments that were often framed as acts of
violence against music itself. A particularly vivid example of this is Pherecrates’ Cheiron, a piece
which is itself titled after a benevolent monster. Through Pherecrates, Music personified complains
of the assaults that Phrynis and Timotheus — both kitharodes — have inflicted upon her:
Dpivig o’ 1d1ov oTpdPidov EuPardv Tva
KOUTTOV [e Kol oTpEQmV OANV diEpBopev,
&V TEVTE YOPOUic 80’368)(’~dp poviog &ywv.

GAL” oDV Epotye yoOTog v dmoxpdv Gvip:
el yép T xaEfuoptey, avtic avéraPey. 6 8¢ Twuodeog . . . (Pherecrates fr. 155.14-18)

Increased polymetricism, use of melisma, augmentation of instruments, use of linguistic
compounds,®*® exploitation of the phonic impressions of language,®*® and emphasis on

instrumental sound and virtuosity all distressed aristocratic Athenian critics of the New Music.%%°

644 West (1992) 31.

845 Wilson (1999), (2003), (2004), Martin (2003); LeVen (2010); Power (2010) 82-89.

846 D Angour (2006); Wilson (1999), (2003), and (2004).

847 Martin (2003) 153-154; cf. Wilson (2004) 273-275.

648 See LeVen (2014) 160-161 for discussion of compounds and periphrasis in the language of New Music.
649 Csapo (2004) 222-225.

850 On the New Musical developments as ‘monstrous’, see Ellingham (1921) 63-64. See also Wilson (2004).
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The virtuosic developments of the New Music were particularly troubling to its critics, due to the
fact that they dethroned the voice as the primary or driving instrument in performances.

Experimentation in mimetic, expressive sound changed the dominant dynamics of song
itself. Before the innovations of the New Music, words determined musical rhythm (and
potentially, melody),%? and so language drove the soundscape. New Musicians developed rhythms
that were partially independent of the words themselves, because musical rhythm no longer had to
be determined by the rhythm of language. The displacement of logocentric sense by sonic
expressivity was disturbing to some critics and enthralling to audiences.®®2 This anxiety in response
to the development of instrumental soundscapes in turn reveals the power that sound itself was
considered to have over society. As Armand D’ Angour notes, these musical developments can be
understood as ‘both a social and a technical phenomenon’:®2 stylistic innovation had important
consequences within both musical and societal contexts.

Although very few lines of poetry from the New Musicians survive, we do know that
monsters appeared as a recurring theme in the New Music. We also know that the instrumental
sounds generated by the New Musicians often took on what were perceived as animalistic qualities
— a soundscape that troubled Plato.%®* Timotheus composed two (lost) poems dedicated to the
monsters Scylla (PMG 793-794) and the Cyclops (PMG 780),%° so it is clear that the New

Musicians explored the poetic expression of monstrous voices with both the aulos and the

1 D’ Angour (2006).

852 P, Leg. 3.700a-701b. See Budelmann and LeVen (2014) 192 and Csapo (2004) 207 on the senselessness
associated with dithyramb. See also LeVen (2014) 150-188 on critiques of the language of the New Music. On
performance culture, see Csapo (2004), D’ Angour (2006), and Wilson (2004) 303-306. On the popularity of
Timotheus, see Csapo and Wilson (2009) 279 and 287-290 and LeVen (2011).

853 D’ Angour (2011) 202.

854 P|. Leg. 669e-670a. West (1992) 105.

855 See Power (2013) 245.
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kithara.®®® Timotheus’ reputation for sonic mimesis, paired with criticism and parody from
Avristotle and Philoxenus respectively, make it certain that these works would have attempted to
convey monstrous sound directly to the audience. The New Music brings to the ear what so many
of the poems examined in this thesis have conveyed only through narrative mediation.

Throughout the previous chapters, we have seen monstrous voice mediated through
narratorial devices such as the gifts of the Muses (Hesiod), the voice of the hero (Homer),
descriptions of sounds (Hesiod and Pindar), and Messenger speech (Euripides). The voices of
monsters rarely resound without mediation in Greek poetry, but exceptions to this include
performances of Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and Aeschylus’ Eumenides. In the Geryoneis, there is no
indication that the sonic characteristics of the monster’s voice are qualitatively different from the
poem’s other voices or narration; so although Stesichorus uses the medium of voice and expression
to ask new questions about monstrosity, the actual sonority of Geryon’s voice is not, as far as we
can ascertain from the extant fragments, ‘“monstrous.” Meanwhile, the Oresteia stages the Erinyes’
transformation into Eumenides, and the changes in their voices are a fundamental reflection of that
transition. The Erinyes’ soundscape begins in the minds of the Chorus of Elders, accompanied by
the sound of the aulos; once onstage, the Erinyes whimper and snore in their sleep, later sing
curses, and eventually exclaim the victory shout. Although the Erinyes’ voices are heavily
linguistic throughout the Eumenides, Aeschylus introduces the directly performed sound of
monstrosity in terms of language and soundscape. %’

Thus through the genres and poems considered in the previous chapters, there emerges a

movement toward staging the actual sonic character of the monstrous voice. This movement

856 Other compositions of Timotheus’ that overlaps with the material examined in this thesis is his dithyramb ‘The
Madness of Ajax’ and ‘Elpenor.” For the former, see Hordern (2002) 99-100 and Bélis (1998). For the latter, see
Hordern (2002) 104-106.

857 See Chapter 4.
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reaches its denouement in New Music, where the extralinguistic roars, bellows, and barks of the
monsters would have been expressed through the interplay between instrumental and sung sound
effects. What we know of Timotheus’ Scylla and Cyclops is small, but the existence of these two
poems demonstrate that Timotheus explored the mimesis of both linguistic and extra-linguistic
monstrous voice. Aristotle indicates that the monster Scylla was depicted by the aulete ‘with an
extraordinary degree of histrionic physicality’:%°® the aulos-playing monster would physically drag
the chorus leader around the stage (Poet. 1461b30-32). This auletic depiction of Scylla, who is
nonverbal in Homer, fits into Timotheus’ pattern of imitating extra-linguistic sonic moments, such
as the Birth Pangs of Semele and the storm in Persians.

Avristotle describes Timotheus’ unseemly and inappropriate depiction of the voice of
Odysseus in the Scylla: €otv 8¢ mapdaderypa . . . 10D 8¢ dmpenods kai un appoTTovtog O t€ Opijvog
‘Odvocémg v tf] TKOAAN . . . (Aristot. Poet. 15.1454a28). But even from his brief complaint, a
similarity emerges between Homer’s and Timotheus’ depictions of Scylla. Homer’s Scylla reduced
Odysseus’ men into fish and reduced Odysseus himself into a helpless, silent hero whose meétis fails;
similarly, Timotheus’ Scylla transforms Odysseus from a clever speaker into an inappropriate and
effeminate mourner. Although we do not know what precisely the voice of Scylla itself would have
sounded like, we know that she has a similar effect, which is to trouble the identity and even the
vocal capabilities of those who cross her path.

Our knowledge of Timotheus’ Cyclops consists of five lines of the poem, which are
preserved by Athenaeus:

gyyeve 6 v p&v démog Kioovov peraivog

otaydvog auppotag aepd Bpvalov,
glkootv 08 PETP  EvEYEL’, AvELIOYE

658 Power (2010) 142-143.
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8’ aipa Bakxyiov veoppitoisty

dakpvolot Nopeay. (Timoth. PMG 780)

In addition to these five lines of poetry,®® we also know from Philoxenus’ parody of the Cyclops
(PMG 815-827) that the monster was depicted by Timotheus himself, singing to the kithara —
possibly provoking a conceptual dissonance between the disorderly monster and the Apollonian
kithara.®®® The aulos then is not the only instrument that can be exploited for the purposes of
monstrous soundscapes in New Music — though perhaps it is fitting that the more humanoid vocalist
of the pair, Polyphemus, is associated with the kithara, and that the voice of the bestial and feminine
monster Scylla is rendered by the aulos.

The Cyclops, it appears, was a popular figure for the New Musicians, and there is one
Cyclops we do have in its entirety: the Cyclops of Euripides.®! Satyr plays in general are of great
interest for the topic of monstrous voice. Although the Cyclops is the only satyr play that survives
in complete form, we do know that these plays regularly feature monstrous choruses composed of
satyrs and other monstrous characters, such as the Sphinx and the Phorcydes in Aeschylus’ satyr
plays.®6? This regular onstage presence of the monstrous chorus indicates that, unlike tragedy, the

voice of the monster resounds directly in every single satyr play.®®® In Euripides’ Cyclops, the

859 See Budelmann and LeVen (2014) 203-204 on the extant lines of Timotheus’ Cyclops and the poetics of
‘blending.” See also LeVen (2014) 176-177 on the Homeric presence in these lines.

660 power (2010) 142-143 and 550 takes Philoxenus’ as a parody of, and therefore a window into, Timotheus’
Cyclops; Power expands this argument in Power (2013) 250-252. See also Power (2013) 237-238 on Philoxenus’
Cyclops and Aristophanes’ parody of it in Wealth, and 254 on Polyphemus’ kithara as a ‘silent prop’ in Philoxenus
version of Cyclops. Csapo (2004) 215, in discussion of Philoxenus’ Cyclops, does not make the same assumption.
See also Hordern (2002) 106-107 for bibliography on the Polyphemus myth in and beyond dithyramb; and Graf
(2009) 33-51 on Apollo’s musical associations.

%1 On Euripidean music generally and Euripides’ status as New Musician, see Csapo (2000).

862 See Seaford (1984) 21-26 for discussion of the known combinations of tragedy and satyr-play. See also
Krumeich, Pechstein, and Seidensticker (1999) 189-196 on Sphinx.

863 On satyrs generally, see Seaford (1984) 5-10.
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monstrous voice dominates the soundscape: the only human character is Odysseus, and all of the
other characters are monsters (satyrs, Silenus, and Polyphemus).®

The satyr is, of course, a figure associated with the aulos, particularly through the myth of
Marsyas.%®> Marsyas takes up the aulos when Athena throws the instrument away due to its
disfiguring properties.®®® The satyr, a figure known for its physical abnormality, does not seem to
find issue with its disfiguring properties; something in the satyr potentially also connects with the
Gorgonic voice that lies at the heart of the aulos’ sounds, in Pindar’s mythic account.®®” The aulos
myths, considered as a group, therefore show a complex trajectory for monstrous sound. The aulos
is taken from the mouth of mourning feminine monsters, transformed into an instrument by
Athena, then rejected by her; it is later assumed by masculine monsters, who often make music
with the aulos in scenes of revelry or jubilation.

Patrick O’Sullivan and Christopher Collard’s 2013 edition of Euripides’ Cyclops has re-
kindled serious interest in the satyr play, which is historically overlooked in broader studies of
Euripides’ corpus or of Athenian drama generally.%®8 But classicists interested in monsters will
find particular interest in this genre, which — like the satyr itself — is regularly characterised as a
hybrid.®®® Both the reception history of satyr play, and the study of Euripides’ Cyclops itself
undoubtedly shed light on the way that the characterisation of the monster changes according to
genre.

Euripides’ Cyclops reveals that one single author could render the monster in a highly

prismatic light across genres, and this perhaps indicates that the idea of the *‘monster’ is not a fixed

84 On the relationship between the nonhuman choruses of Old Comedy and satyr play, see Griffith (2015) 16 n. 6.
865 |_eclerg-Neveu (1989); Wilson (1999) 60-75; Wilson (2004) 274-277.

866 Csapo (2004) 217-218.

567 See Seaford (1984) 36 on satyrs’ responses to musical and instrumental innovation within satyr plays.

868 Griffith (2015) 1-7 also discusses the state of scholarly interest in the genre of satyr play.

862 O’Sullivan and Collard (2013) 8-22; Seaford (1984) 5-10.

240



or stable concept even to one individual tragedian. The violent and horrifying action of the sea-
bull in Euripides’ tragedy Hippolytus takes place offstage, and is relayed to the characters in the
play and the audience through the Messenger speech. Satyr play, on the other hand, allows for an
unmediated and more playful access to the monster’s voice.®"°

Euripides’ Cyclops stages the encounter between Odysseus and Polyphemus, but
introduces (or perhaps exaggerates) the presence of Dionysus in the encounter. The satyrs mediate
the encounter between Odysseus and the Cyclops. Where in the Odyssey the presence of Dionysus
is invoked only by the use of wine to blur the Cyclops’ mind, Euripides’ Cyclops exploits these
Dionysian elements to create an interface between the hero and the monster. Polyphemus is
mistaken when he announces the absence of Dionysus (00yi Atdvvcog T4de, | 00 KpdTAAX YOAKOD
ounavov T apaypata Cyc. 204-205). The entire play, in a sense, deals with locating Dionysus in
the encounter between monster and hero.®"t

Euripides also depicts a multifaceted understanding of monstrosity and a network of
relations between monsters. Indeed, his Cyclops gives the most developed dynamism between
monsters that we have seen since Hesiod’s Theogony. There is no sense of community between
Polyphemus and the satyrs by virtue of their mutual monstrosity — on the contrary, the satyrs are
captives of Polyphemus.®”? This is unsurprising, because Polyphemus is marked as an outsider
even from his own monstrous community of Cyclopes. The only reason Polyphemus does not eat

them the way he eats Odysseus’ men is that the satyrs are indigestible — or more specifically, his

670 Seaford (1984) 1-5 and 10-16 on satyr play as ‘playful tragedy.’

671 See Hunter (2009) 65 on wine and 53-77 on the relationship between Euripides’ Cyclops and Homer’s Odyssey.
On this, see also Katsouris (1997), Seaford (1984) 51-59 and Krumeich, Pechstein, and Seidensticker (1999) 431-
434.

672 See Seaford (1984) 33-34 on captivity of the satyrs as a likely theme in satyr play.
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stomach could not handle the disturbance of their dancing feet (Cyc. 220-221). While men can be
reduced to food for monsters, these monsters cannot.

Polyphemus’ voice exhibits a wide range of sonic qualities throughout the play. He speaks,
he sings cacophonously, and he threatens to bang his clothing so loudly that the sounds would rival
the thunder of Zeus. The violence of Polyphemus is matched by the comic dissonance in his voice.
The satyrs use their voices in a markedly different way: their voices are how they participate in
the action of the play when they prefer not to get involved physically.®”® When Odysseus calls the
chorus movnpot in his plan to blind Polyphemus, the satyrs say that they would not like to
physically participate, but can lend the help of an Orphic incantation they know:

GAL 018 &mondnv ‘Opeéng dyadnyv mévv,

AT’ AOTOLATOV TOV dUAOV &G TO Kpaviov

otelyovld’ veamtew TOV povdmo toida yiic. (Cyc. 646-648)

Odysseus replies,
et O’ &l undév obévelg,

GAL™ oVV EMEYKELEVE ¥, G eVWYLYiOV

eilmVv kehevopoig Toiot 60ig ktnodueda. (Cyc. 651-653)

The satyrs then begin a song where they encourage and will Odysseus’ deeds of violence against
the Cyclops, in turn using their voices to participate in the violence against Polyphemus (Cyc. 654-

662). The satyrs claim the agential power of their own voices, and they thus use their voices to

participate in the action of the play.%"

This meandering survey of Timotheus and Euripides brought us through dithyramb, nomos, satyr

play, and tragedy. We have seen how the instrument of the aulos is conceptualised as the monstrous

573 For a discussion of satyrs’ ability to escape dramatic conflict without suffering personal harm, see Griffith (2015)
18-19 and Seaford (1984) ad 652-653.

674 The theory of agential sound which | propose is informed partly by Gell (1998), on the view that art and
nonhuman entities can possess social agency.
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voice, mediated by divinity into instrumental form, and then assumed by human and monstrous
musicians alike. We have seen how both the aulos and stringed instruments can participate in
conjuring monstrous soundscapes in New Musical performance. We have considered the shifting
portrayal of monstrous voices, which move from highly mediated representation into sensational

sonic imitation from the eighth to the fourth centuries.

We have also traced several echoes of monstrosity that percolate through figures that are
not monsters. We have seen how the monstrous voice is regularly linked to the gods — either in
competition with the gods, mediated by the gods, or domesticated by the gods.®” We have seen
how figures that are not in themselves monsters engage in serious affinity with monsters. Athena,
and Dionysus have haunted these chapters: indeed, they stand outside of monstrosity while often
manifesting its powers and its problems. Athena wears the Gorgon’s visage on her armour and
gives its voice to her city. Dionysus provokes processes of becoming other — both monstrous and
ecstatic — through wine, madness, and tragedy itself, and he circulates in monstrous avatars shaped
like bulls and satyrs. So although Greek poetry often places monsters in faraway places or in
messenger speeches, the monster finds several homes in Greek poetry. The monster resides in
madness; the monster is situated adjacently to the gods; the monster lives within the polis; the

monster inhabits the power of music; the monster is located in the voice.

675 On this pattern in ‘archaic Greek sound culture’, see Gurd (2016) 98-99.
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